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1y  J"  Y  defign  in  writing  the  Hijiory  of  thi 
"*••**  Corruptions  of  Chrijliantty^  it  wilt 
cafily  be  perceived,  was  to  coiiipofe  a  work 
proper  for  the  ufc  of  all  chriftians,  learn-^ 
ed  %nd  unlearned^  and  indeed  ^ chiefly  .the 
latter,  Alfo,  having  an  extenfive  objecft 
before  me,  J.  did,. not  give  much,  merd 
dttdntion  to.  ^ne  part  of  the  fcheme 
than  to  another,  .  On  thefe  accounts  I 
avoided  all  unneceflary  quotations  from  oti^ 
ginal  writers  in  the  languages  in  which 
they  wrote,  efpecially  in  Greek,  which  I 
had  great  difficulty  in  getting  printed  j  but 
I  gave  fome  phages  that  were  of  particular 
Value,  and  in  Latin,  and  diftindUy  refer-* 
ed  to  as  mady  others  as  I  had  a£lually 
made  ufe  of  mytelfi  making  a  point,  of 
referring  to  noncff  at  firft  or  fecond  hand^ 
of  which  I  iaw  any  reafon  to  doubt* 

It  has  happened  that  hitherto  the  firft 
artifile  in.  my.  .work,  viz.  The  HiJlory  of 

a  opinioM 
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Opinions  concerning  Cbtifi^  has  attra&ed  the 
more  particular  notice  of  critics,  which 
hts  led  me  to  ftudy  this  fubjeft  mrore 
than  I  fhould  otherwife  have  done;  and 
I  think  it  will  probably  engage  my  atteif- 
tioa  feme  time  longer.  Indeed,  as  the 
queftion  is  of  particular  importance,  I  think 
it  right,  to  take  every  method  in  my  power 
to  invite  and  promote  the  fnlieft  diicuflioa 
of  ie.  With  idoM  view,  I  leplied  to 
^xne  remsu'ks  of  a  writer  in  the  Monthly 
Review,  which^  though  not  in  the  lead: 
tfitfting  my  princip^  argomftnt,  gave  me 
ftb  opjportunity  to  add  ibme  new  iiiuftra« 
tions. 

Dr«  Horfley's  Charge  to  his  clergy  has 
ttfl^rded  me  another  opportunity  of  re*ex^ 
iimining  the  fubjed^  and  the  refult,  which 
is  now  before  the  reader,  has  been,  as  i 
think,  {L  farther  illuftration  and  a  ftronger 
confirmation  of  my  original  pofition,  vis^ 
that  the  belief  that  Chrift  was  a  mere  man, 
naturally  pofTefTed  of  no  other  powers  than 
other  men  have,  but  a  diftinguiihed  mef« 
fenger  of  God,  and  the  chief  inftrument 

in 


"i 


THE    PREFACE.  iii 

in  his  hands  for  the  good  of  men»  was  the 
Original  faith  of  the  chriflian  church,  con* 
lifting  both  of  Jews  and  Gentiles. 

This  controv^rfy,  I  hope>  will  continue^ 
either  with  Dr.  Horfley,  or  fome  other 
perfon.  Nothing,  however,  fliall  be  want- 
ing on  my  part  to  l^pep  it  up,  fo  long  as 
any  new  ligjj?:.  (h^\  appear  to  be  thrown 
upon  the  quefUon  in  debate;  and  after 
this  I  intend  to  compo^  an  entire 
work  on  this  (kbjtQi  only ;  nating,  in  as 
clear  a  light  as  {  ^all  be  able,  the  evi- 
dence of  the  above  important  truth  (for 
fuch  I  cannot  help  confidering  it)  as  it 
ihall  then  appear  to  me^  with  all  the  pro- 
per authorities  in  the  original  languages, 
and  leave  it  to  maj^e  whatever  impreillon 
it  may  on  the  nunds  of  others,  haviog 
then  done  my  du^y  with  refpe£t  to  it*. 

In .  the  meav  |ime,  J  am  by  no  means 
fanjg^uine  in  my  qcpeftatjons  from  the 
eifejiSfc  of  the  mojft  forcible  .arg.umexit$,  on 
tb^  j^iods   of.  thofe  who  ftre   at   prefent 
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indifpofed  to  receive  the  opinion  that  I 
contend  for,  in  confequence  of  ftrong  early 
prejudices  in  favour  of  a  different  one ; 
prejudices  which  have  been  confirmed  by 
hiuch  reading,  thinking,  and  converfation, 
fefpecially  if  thofe  who  are  influenced  by 
them  be  advanced  in  life.  It  is  happy 
for  the  caufe  of  truth,  as  well  as  other 
valuable  purpofes,  that  man  is  mortal ; 
and  that  while  the  fpecies  continues,  the 
individuals  gjQ  off  the  flage.  For  other- 
tVife  the  whole  fpecies  would  foon  arrive 
at  Its  maximum  in  all  improvements,  as 
individuals  now  do. 

If  any  perfoh  ought  to  have  candour 
for  others  in  this  refpedl,  /  ought ;  having 
had  abundant  experience  of  the  difficulty 
with  which  deep-rooted  prejudices  give 
way  to  the  ftrongefl  evidence,  even  when 
the  mind  is  naturally  adtive^  and  the  at- 
tention is  conftantly  kept  iir  a  flate  of 
inquiry.  On  this  account,  a  (hort  hiftory 
*  of  the  progrefs  of  my  own  thoughts  with 
refpeft    to    this   fubjeft  may    be  ufeful. 

To 
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To  myfclf  the  refledion  upon  it  is  highly 
fo,  at  the  fame  time  that  it  is  not  a  little 
humbling. 

Having  bceft  educated  in  the  flrifteft 
principles  of  Calvinifm,  and  having  from 
my  early  years  had  a  ferious  turn  of  mind, 
promoted  no  doubt  by  a  weak  and  fickly 
conftitution,  I  vjras  very  fincere  and  zealous 
in  my  belief  of  the  do&rine  of  the  trinity ; 
and  this  continued  till  I  was  about  nine- 
teen ;  and  then  I  vjras  as  much  fliocked  on 
hearing  of  any  w^ho  denied  the  divinity  of 
Chrift  (thinking  it  to  be  nothing  lefs  than 
impiety  and  blafphemy)  as  any  of  my  op- 
ponents can  be  now^.  I  therefore  truly  feel 
for  them,  and  mofl  fincerely  excufe  them. 

About  the  age  of  twenty,  being  then  in 
a  regular  courfe  of  theological  ftudics,  I 
£3Lvr  reafon  to  change  my  opinion,  and 
became  an  Arian ;  and  notwithflanding  what 
appeared  to  me  a  fair  and  impartial  fludy  of 
the  fcriptures,  and  though  I  had  no  bias 
on  my  mind  arifing  from  fubfcribed  creeds, 
and  confeiiions  of  faith,  &c.  I  continued  ia 
a  3  that 
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that  perfuafion  fifteen  or  fi}^teen  years  ]  and 
yet  in  that  time  1  wa^  well   acquainted 
with  Dr.  Lardner,  Dr.  Fleming,  and  fdvcral 
other  zealous  Socinians,  efpecially  my  friencl 
Mr.  Graham  f     The  firft  theological  traft 
of  miiic  (which  was  on   the  doftrinc  of 
utonement)  was  publifhed  at  the  particular 
requeft^   and   under  the  diredion  of  Dr. 
Lardner;  and  he  appi'ovihg  of  the  fcheme 
which   I  had   then   formed,   of  giving   a 
fhort  view  (which  ^as  all  that  I  had  then 
thought  of)  of  the  progrefs  of  the  corrupt 
tionis   of  chriftianity,  he  gave  me  a  few 
hints  with  refped  to  it.     But  ftill  I  con- 
tinued till  after  his  death  indifpofcd  to  the 
Socinian  hypothcfis.  After  this,  continuing 
my  ftudy  of  the  fcriptures,  with  the  help 
of  his  Letters  on  the  Logos^    I  at  length 
changed  my  opinion,  and  became  what  is 
called  a  Socinian;  and  in  this  I  fee  con- 
tinually more  reafon  to  acquielce,  though 
it  was  a  long  time  before  the  arguments 
in  favour  of  it  did  more  than  barfely  pre- 
ponderate in  my  mind.    For  the  arguments 
which  had  the  principal  weight  with  me 
at  that  time,  and  particularly  thofe  texts 
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of  fcripture  which  fo  long  retarded  my 
change  of  opinion^^  I  refer  wj  readers  to 
the  Theological  Rf^ojltory^  vol.  iii.  p.  345. 

I  was  greatly  confirmed  in  this  doi^riQe 
after  I  was  fully  iatisfied  that  man  is  of  a|i 
uniform  compofi^t^on,  and  wholly  mortal  s 
iwd  that  the  dodrine  of  a  feparate  immate- 
rial fouU  capable  of  feniation  aod  adipp 
when  the  body  is  in  the  grave,  is  a  notion 
borrowed  from  heathen  philofophy,  and 
unknown  to  the  fcriptures.  Of  this  I  had 
for  a  long  time  z  mere  Jujpicion^  but  having 
cafually  mentioned  it  as  fuch,  and  a  violent 
outcry  being  raifed  againft  me  on  that 
account,  I  was  Induced  to  give  the  greateft 
attention  to  the  quedion,  to  examine  it  i(i 
every  light,  and  to  invite  the  fuHeft  dif"* 
cuflion  of  it.  This  terminated  in  as  full 
a  convidion  with  refpedt  to  this  fubje<9:  as 
I  have  with  refpefl:  to  any  other  whatever. 
The  reafons  on  which  that  convidtion  is 
founded  may  be  feen  in  my  Dif^u^(i^n£ 
on  Matter  and  Spirit^  of  which  I«  hav» 
lately  publi(hed  a  new  and  improved  edi- 
tion. 

a  4  Being 
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Being  now  fully  perfuaded  that  Chrlft 
^iiras  a  man  like  ourfelves^  and  confequently 
that  his  pre'exiftence,  as  well  as  that  of 
other  men,  was  a  notion  that  had  no 
foundation  in  reafon  or  in  the  fcriptures  ; 
and  having  been  gradually  led  (intronfe- 
quence  of  wifhing  to  trace  the  principal 
corruptions  of  chriftianity)  to  give-  par- 
ticular attention  to  ecclefiaftical  hiftory, 
I  could  not  help  thinking  bat  that  (fince  the 
dodsine  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift  was 
not  the  dodrine  of  the  fcriptures »  and 
therefore  could  not  have  been  taught  by 
the  apoftles)  there  muft  be  fome  traces  of 
-  the  fife  and  progrefs  of  the  dodrine  of  the 
Irinity^  and  ibme  hiftorical  evidence  that 
vnitarianifm  was  the  general  faith  of  chrif- 
tians  in  the  apoftolical  age^  independent 
pf  the  evidence  which  arofe  from  its  being 
^e  dpdrine  of  the  fcriptures. 

In  this  flate  of  mind,  the  reader  will 
^ly  perceive  that  I  naturally  expefted  tq 
find,'  what  I  was  previoufly  well  perfuaded 
n»as  to  be  found ;  and  in  time  I  coIle<fled 
fnuch  more  evidence   than  I  at   firft  ex- 
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pe£ted»  confidcring  the  early  rife,  and  the 
long  and.  univerfal  fprcad  of  what  I  deem 
to  be  a  radical  corruption  of  the  genuine 
chriftian  dodlrlne.  This  evidence  I  have 
fairly  laid  before  the  reader.  He  mufl: 
judge  of  the  weight  of  it,  and  alfo  make 
whatever  allowance  he  may  think  necefTary 
for  my  particular  fituation  apd  prejudices. 

I  am  well  aware  that  it  is  naturally  im- 
.px)0ible  that  the  evidence  I  have  produced 
ihottld.  imprefs  the  minds  of  thofe  who  afe 
Ajians  QT  Athaqafians,  as  it  will  thofe  of 
Sociniaos ;  npr  are  nien  to  be  convinced 
pf  rlJfc^/proper  hiumnity  of  Chrift,-  byarp 
guments  of  this  kipd.  They  niuft  begin, 
as  I  did,  with  the  ftudy  of  the  fcriptures^ 
and  whatever  be- the  refult  of  that  ftudy, 
it  will  be  impoffible  for  them,  let  them' 
difcipline  their  n^inds  as  they  will,  not  to 
be  influenced  in  the  hidorical  inquiry,  as 
I  was,  by  their  previous  perfuafion  con- 
cerning the  fubje<S|:  of  it.  If,  however, 
they  fhould  be  fo  far  imprefled  with  the 
hiftorical  arguments,  as  to  think  it  proba- 
{)le  tl^at  the  chriftian  church  was,  in  a  yeiy 
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early  period,  unitarian ;  it  will,  no  doubt, 
lead  them  to  exped,  that  they  fhall  find 
the  dodrine  of  the  fcriptures,  truly,  iater- 
preted,  to  be  fo  too. 

With-  refpefl:  to  myielf,  I  do  not  know 
that  I  can  do  any  thing  more.  Being  per^* 
fuadedy  .as  I  ani»  froni  the  ftudy  pf  the 
fcriptures,  that  Chrift  is  properly  a  man, 
I  cannot  ccafe  to  think  fo ;  nor  can  t  pof- 
fibly  help  tlie  influence  of  that  perfuafion 
in  my  biftorical  refearches.  Let  other 
perfons  write  as  freely  on  their  refpe^ive 
h3^thefes  as  I  have  done  on  mine ;  and  then 
indifferent  perfons,  and  efpecially  younger 
tperfons,  whofe  minds  have  not  acquired 
<he  ftiffnefs  of  ours,  who  are  turned  fifty, 
m^y  derive  benefit  from  it. 

Firm  as  my  perfuafion  now  is  concern* 
ing  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrifi:  (a  per- 
fuafion that  has  been  the  flow  growth  of 
years,  and  the  refult  of  much  anxious  and 
patient  thinking)  I  do  not  know  that,  in 
the  courfe  of  my  enquiry,  I  have  been  un^ 
der  the  influence  of  prejudice  more  than 
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all  Other  men  natufally  are.  A&  to  reputa^ 
itoTiy  ^  man  may  diftiAgUifh  hiftifelf  juft 
a!$  tnitich  by*  the  defence  of  old  iyftems^  as 
by  the  ercftidn  of  new  ones;  bat  I  have 
neither  formed  any  new  fyftems,  nor  have  I 
particularly  diftinguiflied  mylHf  in  the  de-* 
fence  of  old  ones.  When  I  fir  ft  became 
an  Arian,  and  afterwards  a  Socintan,  I  was 
only  i  convert,  in  company  with  many 
others;  and  was  far  from  having  any 
thoughts  of  troublrng  the  w«rld  with  pubi 
lications  on  the  fubjcil.  This  \  have  been 
led  to  do  by  a  feries  of  events,  of  which  I 
had  no  forefight,  and  of  which  I  do  not 
fee  theJffiic.  - 

The  concluffon  that  I  hive  formed,  with 
refpeA  to  the  fiibjeft  of  this  work;  and  my 
exertions  in  fupport  of  it,  are,  however, 
conftantly  afcribed  by  my  opponents  to  a 
force  of  prejudice  and  prepofTeffion,  fo  ftrong 
as  to  pervert  my  judgment  in  the  plaineft  of 
all  cafes.  Of  this  I  may  not  be  a  proper 
judge;  but  analogy  may  be  fome  guide  to 
myfelf  as  well  as  to  others  in  this  cafe. 

4  Now, 
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.  Now,  what  appears  to  have  been  my  difpo- 
fition  in  other  fimilar  cafes  ?  Have  I  been 
partieularly  attached  to  bypotbefes  in  philor 
fophy,  even  to  my  own,  which  always  create 
a  flronger  attachment  than  thofe  of  other 
perfons  ?  On  the  contrary,  I  will  venture 
to  fay  that  no  perfon  is  generally  thought 
to  be  lefs  fo;  nor  has  it  been  imagined 
that  my  purfuits  have  been  at  all  defeat- 
ed or  injured,  by  any  prepoiTeflion  in  fa- 
vour of  particular  theories ;  and  yet  theo- 
ries are  as  apt  to  miflead  in  philofophical 
as  in  any  other  fubjedb.  I  have  always 
{hewn  the  greateft  readinefs  to  abandon  any 
hypothefis  that  I  have  advanced,  and  even 
defended,  while  I  thought  it  defenfible, 
the  moment  I  have  fufpeded  it  to  bp.  ill 
founded,  whether  the  new  fa<5ls  that  have 
refuted  it  were  difcovered  by  myfelf  or 
others.  My  friends  in  general  have  blamed 
me  for  my  extreme  facility  in  this  refpedt. 
And  if  I  may  judge  of  myfelf  by  my  own 
feelings,  after  the  clofeA:  examination  that 
1  can  give  myfelf,  I  am  juft  the  fame  with 
refpe<a  to  theology, 

la 
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In  the  courfe  of  my  life  I  have  held 
and  defended  opinions  very  different  from 
thofe  which  I  hold  at  prefent.  Now,  if 
my  obflinacy  in  retaining  and  defending 
opinions  had  '  been  fo  great  as  my  oppo- 
nents rcprcfent  it,  why  did  it  not  long  ago 
put  a  flop  to  all  my  changes,  and  fix  me  a 
Trinitarian,  or  an  Arian  P  Let  thofe  who 
have  given  flronger  proofs  of  their  minds 
being  open  to  conviAion  than  mine  has 
been,  throw  the  firfl  ftone  at  me, 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  nature  and  force  of 

that  oppoiition  and  obloquy  to  which  I  am 

oxpo&Dgmyielf  in  cpn  fequence  of  writing  my 

Hijlory  of  the  Corruptions  of  Cbri/lianity^  the 

mofl  valuable,  I  trufl,  of  all  my  publications; 

and  efpecially  in  confequence  of  the  pains 

that  have  been  taken  to  magnify  and  expofe 

a  few  inaccuracies,  to  which  all  works  of 

a  fimilar  nature,  have  been,  and  ever  mufl 

be  fttbje£t.     But  I  have  the  fuUefl  per- 

fuafion  that  the  real  overfights  in  it  are 

of  the  fmalleft  magnitude^  and  do  not  at 

all  afied:  any  one  pofition  or  argument  in 

my  wotkp  as   I  hope  to  fatisfy  all  candid 

judges ; 
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judges ;  ind  as  to  mere  cavil  and  reproach^ 
I  thank  God»  I  am  well  able  to  bear  it« 

The  odium  I  brought  upon  myfelf  by 
maintaining  the  dodirines  oimateriali/m  and 
necejjity^  without  attempting  to.  cover  or 
foften  terms  of  fo  frightful  a  founds  and 
without  palliating  dny  of  their  confequenccs, 
was  unfpeakably  greater  than  what  this  buii-« 
;&efs  can  bring  upon  me.  At  th^  beginning 
of  that  controverfy  I  had  few,  very  few 
indeed,  of  my  neareft  friends,  who  were 
with  me  in  the  argument.  They,  however, 
who  knew  me,  knew  my  motives,  and  «x- 
cufed  me  %  but  the  chriftian  world  in 
genei^l  regarded  me  with  the  greateft  ab- 
horrence. I  was  confidered  a^  an  unprin^- 
cipled  infidel,  either  an  atheift,  or  in  league 
with  atheifts.  In  this  light  I  was  repeat- 
edly exhibited  in  all  the  public  papers; 
and  die  Monthly  Review,  and  other  Re- 
views, with  all  the  fimilar  publications  of 
the  day,  joined  in  the  popular  cry.  But  a 
few  years  have  feen  the  end  of  it.  At 
leaft  all  that  is  left  would  not  difturb  the 
mereft  novice  in  theie  things.     The  conic- 

quencc^ 
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qoence  (which  I  now  enjoy)  is  a  great 
increafe  of  materialifts ;  not  of  atheifbical 
ones^asfome  will  ftill  reprefent  it^but  of  the 
moft  ieriouSy  the  moft  rational,  and  con^ 
fiflent  chriftians. 

A  fimilar  ifluc  I  firmly  expeA  from  the 
prefent  controverfy,  unpromifing  as  it  may 
appear  in  the  eyes  of  fome,  who  are  ftrack 
with  what  is  fpedoufly  and  confidently 
urged.  For  my  own  part,  I  truly  rejoice 
in  the  present  appearance  of  things ;  as  I 
forefee  that  much  good  will  arife  from  the 
attention  diat  will  by  this  means  be  drawn 
Qpon  '^e  fubjeds  and  as  L hope  I  refped: 
the  hand  of  God  in  every  thing,  I  thank 
him  for  leading  me  into  this  bufinefs;  as  I 
hope  td  have  occasion  to  thank  him,  £omc 
years  hence,  for  leading  me  through  it, 
and  with  as  much  advantage  as  I  have  been 
4ed  through  the  other. 

it  is,  iadeed,  jfty  firm^  and  it  is  my  joy&A 
perfuafion,  ^at  ^re  is  a  wife  Provideiioe 
t>ver-tuliiig  alt  inquiries,  as  well  as  other 
tvents.    The  ^iiiom  of  God  has  appeared, 

as 
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as  I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out^  even  in 
the  corruptions  of  chriflianity,  and  the 
fpread  of  error ;  and  it  is  equally  confpicu-^ 
ous  in  the  difcovery  and  propagation  of 
truth. 

I  am  far  from  thinking,  that  that  great 
Being  who  fuperintends  all  things,  guides 
my  pen,  any  more  than  he  does  that  of  my 
fierceft  opponent;  but  I  believe  that  by- 
means  of  our  joint  labours,  and  thofe 
of  all  who  engage  in  theological  contro«* 
verfy  (which  is  eminently  ufeful  in  roufing 
men  to  the  utmoft  exertion  of  their  facul* 
ties)  he  is  promoting  his  own  excellent 
porpofe^  and  providing  for  the  prevalence 
of  truth,  in  bis  own  due  time^  and  in. this 
general  profped  we  ought  all  equally  to 
rejoice. 

It  becomes  us,  however,  to  confider,  that 
they  only  will  be  entitled  to  praife,  who  join 
in  carrying  on  the  defigns  of  providence 
with  right  views  of  their  own  i  who  are 
adluated  by  a  real  love  of  truth,  and  alfo 
by  that  candour  and  benevolence,  which  a 

fenib 
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fenfe  of  cJur  cotmnon  difficulties  in  the  in- 
veftigation   of   truth   moft   effedlually  in»* 
fpires.     A  man  who  has  never  changed  an: 
opinion^  cannot  have  much  fedling  of  this 
difficulty  I  and  therefore  cannot  be  exped:ed 
to  have  much-  canddur^   unlefs  his  difpofi-. 
tion-  be  uncommonly  excellent;     I  ought 
te  have  more  candour   than  many  others^', 
becaufe  I  have  felt  more  than  many  can 
pretend  to  have  done,   the  force  of  thofd 
dbftacies  which  retard  our  pfdgrefs  in  thtf 
fearch  of  tfuth* 


'With   fhiicli  tranquility,   a   trariqiiility " 
acquired  by  habit,  but  ihore  approaching* 
to    a   pleafirig   alacrify,    than   to    any  un- 
^fy  apprfehtofidri,  t  fhall  wait  the  iffue  ci£ 
the  prefent  dontroVerfy ;   freely  retracing 
whatever   I   fhall  be  found    to    haVc    ad- 
vanced with  too  little  donfideratiort ;  md- 
deratirig  any  thing  on  which  I  ffiall  atppiat' 
io  have  laid  too  much  firefs,  and  urging 
i»ith  the  greatcft  freedom  every  new  argu- 
ment or  illuftratioh  that  may  occuf  tbmcf, 
till  I  (hall  have  nothing  of  confequcnce  to 
alledge.      After  this    I    ftiorll    no    longer^ 
b  reply 
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reply  to  particular  opponents^  but  con^ 
tent  myfelf  with  making  fuch  correSimt 
and  improvements  either  in  my  Hiftory^  or 
my  intended  View  of  the  doSrtne  of  the 
frfi  ages  of  the  chrijlian  churchy  concerning 
the  per f on  of  Cbri/i,  as  I  may  fee  neceflkry  | 
iiibmitting  every  thing  to  the  judgment  of 
thoie  whQ  may  think  proper  to  give  anj 
attention  to  the  fubjeft. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  preface  without 
cautioning  our  readers  not  to  imagine  that 
this  is  a  mere  trial  of  fkill  between  me  and 
my  opponents.  It  is  the  opening  of  a  ie« 
rious  and  important  controvcrfy,  tending 
to  decide  wjiether  the  chriftian  church  in 
the  age  of  the  apoftles  was  unitarian  or 
trinitarian;  which,  independently  of  any, 
arguments  from  particular  texts  of  fcrijp- 
turei  \yill  afTifl  us  to  determine  whether  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity,  which  has  had  ib 
long  poiTeilion  of  the  mind^  of  the  chriftisui 
world,  be  a  real  dodtrine  of  chriftianity,  oi: 
one  of  its  oldeft  and  worft  corruptions. 

I  wifli  to  draw  out  the  ableft  men,  both 
oh  the  trinitarian  and  the  Arian  fide  of  the 

qucftion^ 
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queftionj  and  I  hope  that  I  fhall  not  long  be 
thcprincipal  on  the  proper  unitarian  fide.  My 
Vindicator  is  much  better  qualified  to  take 
this  place,  and  leave  me  that  of  auxiliary. 

I  would  farther  obferve,  that  in  a  con- 
troverfy  fo  various  andextenfive  as  this  will 
probably  be,  it  fhould  not  be  imagined  that 
the  queftioQ  is  abfolutely  decided  when  any 
particular  advantage  is  gained  on  either  fide; 
All  men  are  liable  to  overfights  j  but  a 
judicious  reader  will  confider  the  extent  and 
confequences  of  an  overfight,  and  particu- 
larly whether  it  aflfeas  the  queftion  itfelf^ 
or  the  writer  only. 

Efpecially,  let  not  perfons,  who  are  not 
themfelves.  much  converfant  in  ecclefkfti* 
cal  hiftory,  conclude  that  when  any  writer 
has  gained  a  feeming  advantage,  it  is  there- 
fore a  real  and^;7^/one,  but  let  them  wait* 
till  his  opponent  has  been  heard.  On  tlie 
firft  appearance  of  Dr.  Horfley's  Charge, 
many  perfons  confidered  it  as  deciflve  againft 
me.  Others  may  now  think  as  favourably 
cf  my  fide  of  the  argument.    But  let  all 

b  a  perfpns 
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pcrfons  fufpcnd  their  judgment  till  they -Cst 
that  we  have  nothing  of  confequencc  t6 
^lledge  farther,  and  let  a  reafonable  time  be 
given  to  eaeh  of  us. 

To  the  Letters-  to  Dr.  Horjley,  I  have 
fiibjoined  a  Pojijcript  of  fupplemeiital  and 
mifcellancous  matters ;  and  cfpecially  a 
fummary  view  of  all  the  evidence  that  I  have 
hitherto  been  able  to  colleft,  and  maxims  of 
hifiorical  vriticifm,  with  which  the  feve^ 
articles  may  be  compared.  I  wifh  that  my 
opponents  would  take  the  fame,  or  any 
fimilar  method,  in  order  to  bring  the  con- 
troverfy  to  a  more  eafy,  fpccdy,  and  fatif- 
fadory  termination, 

I  have  likcwife  added  fome  notice  of  the 
writer  in  the  Monthly  Review  for  Scptembcir 
laft,  which  contains  a  large  anfwer  to  my 
reply  to  his  former  .animadverfions.  It 
was  certainly  improper  for  a  perfon  who 
aflumes  the  charadter  of  di  judge  to  become  a 
party  in  the  difpute.  With  the  intentions 
that  he  avows,  of  drawing  me  into  a  con-, 
troverfy,  he  ought  to  have  left  his  former 

province 
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province  of  reviewer  to  another  j  and  not  to 
have  availed  himfelf  of  the  prodigious  ad- 
vantage of  the  cheap  and  immenfe  circula- 
tion which  the  Review  gave  him.  As  Dr. 
Horfley  conficler§  tfiis  writer  (page  jj)  as 
learned  in  ectkfidJhtafFjJhi^i2a[iSL'^^  to 

have  him  for  an  ally,  let  hiffi  rioftyEfce  CdmJ 
modus^  throw- hi^  diairfeiroma-:)&j^^  but  if 
he  have  any  con^^ence  in  hii  own  prowef^^ 
(of  which  he  feems  to  have  no  diflruft)  let 
him,  m9fk;ed  or  unmailced^  defcend  into 
the  arfna  along  with  U5. 
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Dear  SiR» 

AS  it  is  my  eameft  wifh>  that  every  fubjeft  of 
importance  may  be  fully  inveftigated,  I  am 
happy  to  find  that  you  have  done  me  the  honour  to 
animadvert  on  my  Hijiory  of  the  Corruptions  of 
Cbrifiianity^  in  your  late  Charge  to  the  Clergy^  at  Sf. 
AlhafCs^  as  you  formerly  did  on  my  Treatife  on 
Pbilofopbical  Neceffity^  in  a  Sermon.     I  was  in  hopes' 
that  my  reply  to  the  latter  would  have  led  you  to 
purfue  the  argument  with  me  to  its  proper  termina- 
tion. But  though  I  failed  in  my  attempts  to  engage 
your  afliftance  in  that  inquiry,  I  flatter  my  felf  that  I 
ihall  be  more  fuccefsful  in  this ;  efpecially  as,  by  the 
•tonper  and  ftyle  of  your  performance,  you  feem  to 
intereft  yourfelf  more  deeply  in  this  fubjeft,  imagin- 
ing, no  doubt,  and  very  juftly,  that  much  more 
depends  upon  it. 

You  have  given,  however,  a  degree  of  importance 
to  my  work,  which  I  own  I  had  not  thought  of 
myfeUr,  when  you  fay  to  your  reverend  brethren, 
p.  5,  "  You  will  eafily  conjefture  that  what  has  led 
*'  me  to  thcfc  refleftions,  is  the  extraordinary  attempt 
•*  which  has  lately  been  made  to  unfetde  the  faith,  and 
**  to  break  up  the  conftitution,  of  every  ecclefiaftical 
**  eftablifhment  in  chriftendom.  Such  is  the  avowed 
^  obje&  of  a  recent  publication,  which  bears  the 

B  **  title 
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"  title  of  a  IJiftory  of  the  Corruptions  of  Cbrijliamty^ 
*•  among  which  the  Catholic  dodrinc  of  the  trinity 
"  holds  a  principal  place/' 

Now  I  fee  nothing  fo  very  extraordinary  in  my 
attempt  I  have  only  done  what  has  been  done  by 
every  other  pcrfon,  who  has  endeavoured  to  refute 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  or  any  other  eflential 
article  of  cftabliflicd  churches.  However,  as  you 
feem  to  have  taken  fo  particular  an  alarm  in  this 
cafe,  I  am  willing  to  hope  you  will  exert  yourfclf 
with  proportionable  vigour ;  when,  in  your  appre* 
henfion,  it  is  no  lefs  than  to  favt  a  falling  Jlate. 
Before  I  enter  upon  the  fubjeft  itfelf,  I  muft  endea- 
vour to  fct  you  right  with  rcfped  to  two  prelimi- 
nary circumftances. 

Whctl^r  it  be  to  my  credit  or  not,  I  muft 
obferve,  that  you  make  my  reading  to  be  more  ex« 
tenfive  than  it  is,  when  you  fuppofe  me  to  have 
borrowed  my  principal  arguments  from  D.  Zwicker, 
or  Epilcopius.  I  do  aflure  you.  Sir,  I  do  not  re- 
colled  that  I  ever  met  with  the  name  of  Zwicker 
before  I  (iiw  it  in  this  publication  of  yours.  For 
Epifcopius  I  have  the  higheft  reverence  \  and  I  thank 
you  for  informing  me  that,  though  an  Arian  him- 
felf,  he  was  convinced  that  the  chriftion  church  was 
originally  what  is  now  called  Sociniao. 

On  the  other  hand,    by   your  recommending 

Bijhop  Bulf$  d^finci  of  the  Nicaa  faith  fo  very 

'ftrongly,  and  not  mcotiooii^  any  other  modem 

writers,  ygu  fecm  to  luivc  ovtrk)okcd»  or  n>  have 
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undervalued,  feveral  works  which  may  certainly 
be  very  ufeful  to  thofe  who  wilh  to  form  an  im- 
partial judgment  on  the  fubjed  of  this  controverfy ; 
efpecially  Whitby's  Bifquifitiones  Modefta^  in  anfwer 
to  Biihop  Bull,  and  his  Replies  to  fVaterland^  with 
Icveral  pieces  in  the  Socinian  TraSsy  in  three  fmall 
volumes  4to.  But  I  am  more  particularly  furprized 
that  you  (hould  not  have  mentioned  Dr.  Clark^s 
celebrated  Treatife  on  the  Trinity^  which  is  calcu- 
lated to  be  of  the  greateft  ufe  to  thofe  who  would 
fiudy  this  fubje£t ;  containing  all  the  texts  that 
relate  to  it,  mod:  advantageouHy  arranged  for  the 
purpofe,  together  with  fome  very  ufeful  references 
to  the  chriftian  fathers.  There  are  feveral  parts  of 
that  work  which  I  would  take  the  liberty  to 
recommend  to  your  own  particular  attention. 

You  charge  me  with  arguing  in  a  circle,  faying, 
p.  12,  **  It  is  the  profcfled  objcdl  of  his  under- 
**  taking  to  exhibit  a  view  of  the  gradual  changes 
•*  of  opinions,  in  order  to  afcertain  the  faith  of 
•<  the  firft  ages.  And  he  would  afcertain  the  faith 
««  of  the  firft  ages  in  order  to  fettle  the  fenfe  of 
•*  the  fcriptures  in  difputed  points.  He  is  there- 
*•  fore  not  at  liberty  to  affume  any  fenfe  of  the 
••  fcriptures,  which,  becaufe  it  is  his  own,  he 
••  may  be  pleafed  to  call  the  clear  fenfe,  for  a  proof 
*^  that  the  original  faith  was  fuch  as  would  confirm 
**  die  fenfe  he  willies  to  eftablifli." 

••  So  long,''  you  fay,  "  as  the  fixth  page  of  the 
^  fiift  volume  of  Dr.  Pricftley's  Hiftory  (hall  be 
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"  extant,  the  matters  of  the  dialedic  art  will  be  at 
*'  no  lofs  for  an  example  of  the  circulating  fyllo- 
**  gifm."  But  unlefs  they  be  provided  with  one 
already,  you  muft  look  out  for  them  elfe where,  as 
this  you  have  now  pitched  upon  will  not  anfwer 
their  purpofe,  if  they  be  really  matters  of  the 
dialed^ic  art. 

Had  I  produced  no  other  proof  of  the  unitarianifm 
of  the  fcripturesj  befides  that  of  the  primitive 
churchy  and  alfo  no  other  proof  of  the  uniurianifm  of 
the  primitive  church,  befides  that  of  the  fcripturcs, 
I  fhould  have  argued  in  a  circle.  But  you  will 
find  that  I  have  been  far  from  doing  this. 

Is  it  not  ufual  with  all  writers  who  wifli  to  prove 
two  things^  which  mutually  prove  each  other,  to 
obferve  that  they  do  prove  each  other  -,  and  there- 
fore, that  whatever  evidence  can  be  alledged  for 
either  of  them  is  fully  in  point  with  refptft  to  the 
other?  Now  this  is  all  that  I  have  done  with 
refpeft  to  the  unitarianifm  of  the  fcriptures,  and 
of  the  primitive  church,  which  prove  each  other  j 
only  that,  in  my  Hijiory^  I  do  not  profefs  to  enter 
into  the  feparate  proof  of  the  unitarian  dodrinc  from 
the  fcriptures. 

This  I  there  take  for  granted  had  been  fufficiently 
done  already  by  myfelf  and  others-,  and  I  therefore 
proceed  to  prove  the  unitarianifm  of  the  primitive 
church  from  independent  evidence  \  only  obferving 
that  the  unitarian  doctrine  having  been  taught  by  the 
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apoftles  is  likewife  a  proof  of  the  fame  thing.  But 
this  I  could  not  fuppofe  would  have  any  weight  with 
thofe  who  are  trinicarians,  though  it  was  not  im- 
proper to  mention  it  with  rcfpedt  to  others,  with 
whom  it  would  have  weight. 

I  might  have  urg^  another  kind  of  argument 
agsunft  both  the  divinity  and  the  pre-exiftcnce  of 
Chrifl:,  viz,  from  the  dodtrine  of  the  materiality  of 
man^  which  I  prefume  has  been  fufficiently  proved  in 
my  Difquifitions  on  Matter  and  Spirit.  I  maintain  that 
there  is  no  more  reafon  why  a  man  fhould  be  fup- 
poled  to  have  an  immaterial  principle  within  him, 
than  that  a  dog^  a  plants  or  a  magnet^  fhould  have 
one  ;  becaufe,  in  all  thele  cafes,  there  is  juft 
the  fame  difficulty  in  imagining  any  connexion  be- 
tween  the  vifible  matter  or  which  they  confift,  and 
the  invifiblc  powers  of  which  they  are  poffeflTed. 
If  univerfal  concomitance  be  the  foundation  of  all 
pur  reafoning  concerning  caufes  and  efTedts,  the 
organized  brain  of  a  man  muft  be  deemed  to  be 
the  proper  feat,  and  immediate  caufe  of  his  fenfation 
and  thinking,  as  much  as  the  inward  ftrudure  of  a 
magnet,  whatever  that  be,  is  the  caufe  of  its  power 
of  attrading  iron. 

This  is  a  very  fhort  and  plain  argument,  perfeftly 
confonant  to  all  our  reafoning  in  philofophy  ;  and 
it  is  conclufive  againll  the  dodlrine  of  a  foul,  and 
conlequently  againft  the  whole  fyftem  of  pre-exifl- 
cnce.  If  then  Peter,  James,  and  John,  had  no 
|)re-exi(lent  ftate,  it  muft  be  contrary  to  ail  analogy 
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to  fuppofe  Jefus  to  have  pre-exided.  His  being  a 
prophet,  and  having  a  power  of  working  miracles, 
can  make  no  juft  exception  in  his  favour ;  for  then 
every  preceding  prophet  muft  have  prc-cxifted. 

I  think  I  have  alfo  proved  in  my  Di/quiJitionSj  that 
the  dodrine  of  a  fouly  as  a  fubftance  diftind  from 
the  body,  and  capable  of  being  happy  or  miferablo 
when  the  body  is  in  the  grave,  was  borrowed  from 
pagan  philofophy,  is  totally  repugnant  to  the  fyftem 
of  revelation,  and  unknown  in  the  fcriptures  j  which 
fpeak  of  no  rewartl  for  the  righteous,  or  punilhmcnt 
for  the  wicked,  before  the  general  refurrcdion,  and 
the  coming  of  Chrift  to  judge  the  world. 

I  might  therefore  have  urged  that,  fince  the  doc- 
trine of  Chrift's  pre^xiftence,  is  contrary  to  reafboy 
and  was  never  taught  by  Chrift  or  his  apc^Ues, 
it  could  not  have  been  the  faith  of  their  im« 
meiliate  difcipks,  in  the  firft  ages  of  chriftianity. 
This  argument  will  have  its  weight  with  thofe  who 
rrjctft  the  dodrine  of  a  foul,  and  make  them  look 
with  fufpicion  upon  any  pretended  proof  of  the 
dodrinc  of  Chrift *s  prt-exiftencr,  and  of  its  having 
been  the  f;uth  of  the  apoftolical  age,  as  wdl  as  their 
previous  pcrfualion  that  fuch  is  not  the  dodrine  of 
the  fcriptu(tri».  Am)  fince  all  the  three  pofitioos  are 
cai^^Mc  ot*  indei^ndent  proof,  the  urging  of  them 
would  not  have  been  rf*y*xi^  w  s  cir^i^^  but  the 
adducii\g  ot  proper  aUdtirjU  friitwci. 
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LETTER        I. 

Of  the  Argument  from  the  writings  of  the  JpoftUs 
and  the  apoftolical  Fathers. 

Dear  Sir, 

BEFORE  I  confidcr  what  you  have  faid  with 
refpeft  to  the  apodolical  fathers,  I  mud  take 
fome  notice  of  what  you  have  advanced  with  refpcdt 
to  the  argument  from  fcripture  -,  though,  in  this 
Charge^  you  do  not  profelfedly  go  upon  that 
ground. 

You  take  it  for  granted  that  the  logos^  mentioned 
in  the  introdudtion  to  the  gofpel  of  John,  muft  be  a 
perfony  and  not  a  mere  attribute^  becaufe  it 
is  referred  to  by  the  pronoun  «)o^.  "  This 
•*  pcrfon,"  you  lay,  **  (for  that  is  the  natural  force 
"  of  the  Greek  pronoun  ^Vf)  this  perfon  was 
•*  in  the  beginning  with  God.  Ail  things,  were 
"  made  by  him,  &c."  Whereas,  this  pronoun 
may  refer  to  any  thing  that  is  of  the  fame  gender 
m  the  Greek  language,  whether  it  be  a  perfon  or 
not ;  and  it  requires  but  a  moderate  acquaintance 
with  the  New  Teftamcnt  to  obfcrve  inftances  of  it 
even  there ;  as  in  Matt.  vii.  1 2.  «v7of  t^tr  0  ro^to^ 
This  is  the  law^  and  Rev.  xx.  14.  ourof  iu¥  • 
fturtfH  ^dtfAjoi,  This  is  the  fecond  death. 

The  fame  pronoun   refers  to  the  temple^  hu^ 
John   ii.   20;    to   treads   a^TOi,  John  vi.    50  i 
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to  Jiones,  ^i^ot.  Matt,  iv.3,  Aftsiv.  1 1 ;  zfalutationy 
Affrttaixou  Luke  1.  29,  and  not  lefs  than  eight 
times  to  ^o>«f»  where  it  certainly  means  nothing 
more  xhsinfpeecby  as  Matt,  xxviii.  15,  &c-  To  f^- 
tisfy  yourfelf,  only  look  into  any  Concordance 
of  the  Greek  teftament. 

The  logos  of  John,  therefore,  may  be  ^  mere 
attribute  of  the  Father,  though  it  be  the  ante- 
cedent to  the  pronoun  «70f.  For  you  will  hardly 
fay  that  the  law^  or  deaths  or  the  temple^  &c.  &c. 
is  a  real  perfon,  capable  of  intendoni  and  adion. 
Befidest  I  do  fuppofe  that  John  ufes  a  figurative 
ferfoHfficaiiony  which  would  require  the  fame  forms 
of  fpeech  as  if  he  had  intended  to  fpeak  of  a  real 
perfon. 

You  alfo  find  a  reference  to  the  pre-exiftent  date 
of  our  Saviour  in  i  John  iv.  2,  where  it  is  faid 
ivny  Spirit  that  confejfes  that  Jefus  Cbriji  is  corui 
in  tbe  flejb  is  of  God\  by  which  you  fay,  p.  15, 
••  the  opinion  that  Chrift  was  truly  a  man  is 
««  very  aukwardly  and  unnaturally  exprcffed-  The 
•*  turn  of  the  exprcffion,*'  you  add,  "  feems  to  lead 
•*  to  the  notion  of  a  being  who  liad  his  choice  of 
••  diftcrcnt  ways  of  coming,** 

On  the  other  hand,  I  think  the  phrafe  fuffidently 
fimilar  to  other  Jcwilh  phrafes,  of  which  we  find 
various  examples  in  die  fcripturts,  and  that  it 
»n»y  be  explained    by   the   phralc   partakir  of 
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Jlefi  and  bloody  Hebrews  ii.  14.  If  the  word 
coming  muft  necefikriiy  mean  coming  from  bcirucn^ 
and  imply  a  pre-exiftent  date,  John  the  Bapciit 
muft  have  pre-exifted :  for  our  Saviour  ufes  that 
cxprefllon  concerning  him,  as  well  as  concerning 
}umfelf,  MatL  xi.  18,  19.  John  came  neither  eating 
nor  drinking^  and  tbey  fay  be  bath  a  demon.  The 
Son  of  Alan  came  eating  and  drinking^  6?r.  It 
may  alfo  be  aOerted  with  more  certainty  ftill 
concerning  all  the  apoftles  that  they  preexifted; 
for  our  Saviour,  in  his  prayer  for.  them,  refped- 
ing  their  miflkHi,  makes  ufe  of  the  term,  toorld^ 
which  is  not  found  in  i  John  iv.  2,  where 
he  fays,  John  xvii.  18.  jIs  tbou  baft  fent  me 
into  tbe  worlds  fo  bave  1  alfo  fent  tbem  into  tbe 
world. 

The  phrale  coming  in  tbeflejbj  in  my  opinion, 
refers  very  naturally  to  the  do&iine  of  the  Gnoftics, 

who  fuppofed  Chrift  to  be  a  fuper-angelic  fpirit, 
which  deicendcrd  from  htaven,  and  entered  into  the 
body  of  Jefus.  The  phrafe  be  tbatfbculd  come^  or  who 
was  to  come  (his  coming  having  being  foretold 
by  the  prophets)  appears  to  have  been  familiar 
to  the  Jews,  to  denote  the  Meillah :  but  with  tbem 
it  certainly  did  not  imply  any  coming  down  from 
heaven,  becaufe  they  had  no  fuch  idea  concerning 
dKir  Mefliah. 

I  fee  no  trace,  therefore,  in  the  epiftle  of  John 
pf  any  more  than  one  htrefj.     He  neither  exprefsly 
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feys,  or  hints  that  there  were  two ;  and  part  of  his 
dcfcription  of  this  one  hercfy  evidently  points  to 
that  of  the  Gnoftics,  as  is  acknowledged  by  your- 
felf  5  and  this  herefy  was  as  different  as  poffible 
from  that  of  the  Ebionites.  The  early  writers  who 
ipeak  of  them  mention  them  as  two  ofpoftte  berefies^  * 
cxifting  in  the  (ame  early  period  ;  fo  that  it  is  very 
improbable  a  priori^  that  *'  the  fame  expreflion,** 
as  you  fay,  p.  1 6,  "  fhould  be  equally  levelled  at 
•*  them  both/'  Gnofticifm  being  certainly  con- 
demned therefore  by  the  apoftle,  and  not  the 
doftrine  of  the  Ebionites,  I  conclude  that  in  the 
latter,  which  is  allowed  to  have  exifted  in  his 
time,  he  faw  nothing  worthy  of  cenfure  ;  but  that 
it  was  the  doftrine  which  he  himfelf  had  taught. 
If  this  apoftle  had  thought  as  you  do  with  rclpeft 
to  it,  why  did  he  not  cenfure  it  unequivocally,  as 
you  do,  and  with  as  much  feverity  ? 

Tertullian,  indeed,  maintained,  that  by  thofe  who 
denied  that  Cbrift  was  come  in  tbtftejby  John  meant 
the  Gnoftics,  and  that  by  thofe  who  denied  thdXjefus 
was  tbejon  of  God^  he  meant  the  Ebionites*,  He 
had  no  idea  that  the  former  expreffion  only  could 
include  both.  But  as  the  Gnoftics  maintained  that 
Jefus^nd  tbe  Cbrift  were  different  perfons,  the  latter 
having  come  from  heaven,  and  being  the  fon  of 
God,  whereas  Jcfus  was  the  fon  of  man  only,  the 
tacpreffion  of  Jefus  being  tbe  fon  of  God  is  as  direftly 
•  Dc  Prafcriptione  H«rcticoruin,  fedt.  jjuluI.  p.  314. 
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oppofed  to  the  dodrine  of  the  Gnoftics  as  that  of 
Cbrift  coming  in  tbeftejb. 

You  fay,  p.  17,  *M|:  appears,  therefore,  that  to 
^«  confefs  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  come  in  the  fkfh,  and 
^«  to  affirm  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  truly  a  man,  are  pro- 
**  pofitions  not  perfeftly  equivalent.  Dr.  Prieftley 
^*  indeed  has  fliewn  himfeif  very  fenfible  of  the  dif- 
**  ference.  He  would  not  have  otherwife  found  it 
**  neceflary  for  the  improvement  of  his  argument, 
*^  in  reciting  the  third  verfe  of  the  4th  chapter  of  St. 
**  John's  ift  epiftlc,  to  change  the  expreffion  which 
f*  he  found  in  the  public  tranflation,  for  another 
««  which  correfponds  far  lefs  exaftly  with  the  Greek 
«*  text.  For  the  words  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  come 
?*  in  the  flelh.  Dr.  Prieftley  fubftitutes  thefe,  Jefus 
•«  Chrift  is  come  of  the  flefti."  You  add  afterwards, 
^^  He  might  think  it  no  unwarrantable  liberty  to 
•*  corredt  an  expreffion,  which,  as  not  perfeftly 
••  correfponding  with  his  own  fyftem,  he  could  not 
**  entirely  approve.  It  would  have  been  but  fair  to 
**  advertife  his  readers  of  fo  capital  an  emendation. 
••An  emendation  for  which  no  fupport  is  to  be 
«*  found  in  the  Greek  text,  nor  even  in  the  varieties 
••  of  any  MSS.^* 

I  am  forry.  Sir,  that  my  printer,  or  my  own 
miftake,  (hould  have  given  you  all  this  trouble  in 
confulting  MSS.  &c.  I  do  afTure  you  I  had  no 
knowledge  of  having  made  a  change  in  a  fingle  word 
in  copying  that  text,  nor  (hould  I  have  wiihed  to 
have  made  any  change  at  all  in  it;  thinking  that, 
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as  ic  now  ftands,  it  is  quite  as  much  for  my  purpofe 
as  that  which  you  fuppofe  I  have  purpofcly  fubfti- 
tuted  in  its  place.  Had  you  thought  me  capable  of 
an  attempt  of  this  kind,  you  fliould  not  have 
afcribed  to  me,  as  you  have  done^  the  greateft  purity 
cf  intention  in  all  that  I  have  written  on  this  fubjeft. 

I  now  proceed  to  remark  on  what  you  have  ob- 
ftrved  from  Clemens  Romanus,  concerning  the 
pre-exiftence  of  Chrift. 

You  think  that,  through  my  exceffivc  zeal  for  an 
hypothefis,  I  make  every  thing  to  favour  it :  but  I 
hardly  think  that  you  can  find  any  thing  in  my 
attempt  to  fupport  the  Socinian  dodrine,  that  dif- 
covers  more  zeal  than  you  manifeft  in  fupport  of 
the  Athanafian  one-,  and  I  think  that  excefiive 
zeal  has  mided  you  in  as  remarkable  a  manner 
as  you  fuppofe  mine  to  have  mided.  me.  1  can  no 
otherwife  account  for  your  afferting,  p.  i6.  That 
**  the  notion  of  Chrift  having  had  his  choice  of 
V  different  ways  of  coming  into  the  world,  is 
^'  explicitly  exprefied  in  a  book  little  inferior  in 
•*  authority  to  the  canonical  writings,  in  the  firft 
**  epiftle  of  Clemens  Romanus,  in  a  paflage  of 
*•  that  epiftle  which  Dr.  Prieftley,  fomewhat  un- 
**  fortunately  for  his  caufe,  has  chofen  for  the  bafis 
♦*  of  an  argument  of  that  holy  Father's  heterodoxy. 
•*  The  fcepter  of  the  majefty  of  God,  fays  Clemens, 
"  Our  Lord  Jcfus  Chrilt,  came  not  in  the  pomp  of 
*'  pride  and  arrogance,  although  be  had  it.  in  his 
"  fowcr.     Clemens  it   I'ecms  cgnccived  that  the 
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**  manner  of  coming  was  in  the  power  and  choice 
**  of  the  perfon  who  was  to  come.** 

Of  this  I  have  no  doubt,  but  the  qucftion 
is  from  whence  he  was  then  to  come.  Clemens 
does  not  fay  that  it  wzsfrom  heaven  to  earth.  That 
is  entirely  your  own  interpretation,  for  which  I  fee  no 
ground  at  all  -,  fince  the  phrafc  is  fo  eafily  explained 
by  his  entering  upon  his  commiffion,  as  a  public 
teacher ;  when,  being  invcfted  with  the  power  of 
working  miracles,  he  never  made  any  often tatious 
difplay  of  it,  or  indeed  exerted  it  for  his  own 
benefit  in  any  refpeft.   . 

Befides  Clemens  Romanus,  you  refer  to  the 
cpiftles  of  Ignatius,  for  a  proof  of  the  early  know- 
ledge of  the  doftrine  of  Chrift's  divinity.  *'  The 
**  holy  Father,'*  you  fay,  p.  1 9,  "  hardly  ever 
•*  mentions  Chrift  without  introducing  fome  ex- 
"  plicit  aflertion  of  his  divinity,  or  without  joining 
**  with  the  name  of  Chrift  fome  epithet  in  which 
**  it  is  implied/*  All  this  is  very  true,  according 
to  our  prefent  copies  of  Ignatius*s  epiftles.  But 
you  muft  know  that  the  genuinenefs  of  them  is 
not  only  very  much  doubted,  but  generally  given 
up  by  the  learned ;  and  it  was  not  perfeftly 
ingenuous  in  you  to  conceal  that  circumftance. 
Firft  prove  thofe  epiftles,  as  we  now  have  them» 
to  be  the  genuine  writings  of  Ignatius,  and  then 
make  all  the  ufe  of  them  that  you  can. 
I  am,  &c. 
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LETTER       11. 

Of  thi  difiinHion  between  the  Ebionites  and  the 
Nazarenes. 
Dear  Sir, 

IT  has  been  imagined  by  fomc,  that  there  was 
a  difference  between  the  dodrine  of  the  Ebio- 
nites, and  that  of  the  Nazarenes  concerning  the 
perfon  of  Chrift ;  the  former  difbelieving  the 
miraculous  conception,  and  the  latter  maintaining 
it  I  whereas  I  have  faid  that  I  can  find  no  fufficient 
authority  for  that  difference ;  that  which  has  been 
thought  to  have  been  the  peculiar  opinion  of  the 
Nazarenes,  being  exprcfsly  afcribed  to  one  branch 
of  the  Ebionites,  by  Origen,  Eufebius,  Epiphanius, 
and  perhaps  other  ancient  writers. 

•And  as  to  any  Nazarenes  who  believed  that 
Chrift  was  any  thing  more  than  man,  I  find  no 
trace  of  them  in  hiftory  ^  fo  that  it  is  highly  pro-* 
hiblc  that  the  Nazarenes  of  the  fecond  century 
were  the  lame  people  with  thole  of  the  firft,  or 
the  primitive  Jcwilh  Chriftians,  and  that  they  were 
called  Ebionites  by  way  of  reproach. 

To  the  arguments  from  Origen  and  Eufebius 
you  fay  nothing,  but  with  refpedt  to  that  from 
Epiphanius  your  condutfl  is  very  particular  in- 
deed. On  my  faying  that  "  Epiphanius  exprefsly 
*^  fays  that  Ebion  held  the  fame  opinion  with 
"  the  Nazarenes/'  you  fay,  p.  77,  ^'  The  only 

**  inference 
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^*  inference  to  be  made  from  this  aflertion  is 
"  this,  that  Dr.  Prieftlcy  has  never  troubled 
**  himfelf  to  read  more  of  Epiphanius's  account 
**  of  the  Ebionices  than  the  firft  eleven  words  of 
««  the  firft  fentencc.  Had  he  read  the  firft  fen- 
^^  tence  to  the  end,  he  would  have  found  that 
'*  Ebion,  although  he  arofc  from  the  fchool  of 
*^  the  Nazarenes,  and  held  fimilar  opinions^ 
*^  preached  alfo  other  doftrines,  of  which  he  was 
**  the  firft  inventor.  Among  thefe  novelties,  by 
**  the  confent  of  all  antiquity,  though  not  with 
*'  Dr.  Prieftley's  leave,  we  place  the  mere  huma- 
**  nityofChrift,  with  or  without  the  miraculous 
*'  conception." 

I  (hall  not  return  your  ofFenfive  language, 
but  had  you  yourfelf  read  the  fecond  p^agraph 
in  this  feftion,  you  would  have  found  that  your 
remark  had  no  foundation  whatever.  For  ic 
there  appears,  that  though,  according  to  thisi 
writer,  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarencs  did  diff^er 
in  fome  other  particulars,  it  was  not  with  refpeft 
even  to  the  miraculous  conception,  much  lefs 
with  rcfpeft  to  the  doftrine  of  the  mere  huma- 
nity of  Chrift. 

He  fays,  in  the  middle  of  the  firft  feftion, 
*'  that  Ebion,"  whom,  in  the  24th  feftion, 
he  makes  to  be  cotemporary  with  the  apoftlc 
John,  •*  borrowed  his  abominable  rites  from 
**  thtf  Samaritans,  his  opinion  (yi'^f'^O  from  the 

^  Nazarenes, 
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**  Naiarcncs,  his  name  from  the  Jews*,  &c." 
And  he  fays,  in  the  beginning  of  the  fecond 
fe£tion,  "  he  was  cotemporary  with  the  former, 
**  and  had  the  fame  origin  with  them;  and 
•*  firft  he  afferted  that  Chrift  was  born  of  the 
*'  commerce  and  feed  of  man,  namely  Jofcph, 
**  as  we  fignified  above,"  refering  to  the  firft 
words  of  his  firft  feftion,  **  when  we  faid  that 
•*  in  other  refpefts,  he  agreed  with  them  all,  and 
*^  differed  from  them  only  in  this,  viz.  in  his 
**  adherence  to  the  laws  of  the  Jews  with  refpedt 
"  to  the  fabbath,  circumcifion,  and  other  things 
**  that  were  enjoined  by  the  Jews  and  Samaritans. 
*^  He  moreover  adopted  many  more  things  than 
*'  the  Jews,  in  imitation  of  the  Samaritansf,'* 
the  particulars,  of  which  he  then  proceeds  to 
mention. 

In  the  fame  feftion  he  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites 
inhabiting  the  fame  country  as  the  Nazarenes, 

xtf/  Xp/riay«K  ^ot/A«7«i  tX.-'*'  "^"^  'O'^oo'ifiyo^tety.     Hxu   30. 
Scd.  i.  p.  125. 

-fOvjof  ya^  oECivy  ^v^^pov'^  fjnv  t«7«i'  t/TWp;/£r,  at  Av]i^9 

J^i    aV¥     Avjoif     ppfJLitjAl    .     TA    'TTpcfJA  /«     iK     ^AfA\flCnf     j^ 

ffTipfxctl^  AvJ^poft  Tvli^ty  T»  I«o»p,  Toy  Xp(70F  yiyivnc^t^, 

iMyiVj   Of    X)  »/c  ,,^/p    /2rpo£/pH]flt/,    OT/    Tflt  tff:L   TOtS  A/^Otf    (y 
ATACS  ^poVuy,   iV.   T»7«  yiOVU    cT/ct^gpt?©.    fiK     T«    T«    KO/tA«    T» 

InJ^AtfffAit  '7?f>oa'Aviyjiy,  xa/*  ffACA^tfff/ov,  )^  ka\a  rnv  ^ipt~ 
^y-oi^irnii^AiAAfiilAii  J'lATFf^Arltlat.  lb.  Sea.  ii.  p.  125, 126. 

and 
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juid  adds  thit,  '*  agreeing  together,  they  com- 
**  municated  of  their  perverfnefs  to  each  other*." 
Then,  in  the  third  fe6lion,  he  obferves  that 
afterwards  fome  of  the  Ebionites  entertained  a 
different  opinion  concerning  Chrift,  than  that 
he  was  the  fdn  of  Jofeph ;  fuppofing  that  after 
ElxsBus  joined  them,  they  learned  of  him  "  fome 
fancy  concerning  Chrift  and  the  holy  fpirit  f/' 

Concerning  the  Nazarencs,  in  the  7  th  fcftion 
of  his  account  of  them,  he  fays  that  they  were. 
Jews  in  all  rcipefts,  except'  •*  that  they  believed 
"  in  Chrift ;  but  I  do  not  know  whether  they 
"  hold  the  miraculous  conception,  or  not§."  This 
amounts  to  no  more  than  a  doubt,  wliich  he  af- 
terwards abandoned,  by  afferting  that  the  Ebionites 
held  the  fame  opinion  concerning  Chrift  with'  the' 
Nazarehes,  which  opinion  he  exprefsly  ftates  to 
be  their  belief,  that  Jcfiis  was  a  mere  man,  and* 
the  fon  of  Jofeph. 

I  now  appeal  to  yourfelf  whether  this  does  not 
abundantly  juftify  my  quoting  the  authority  of 

*  Er^r  d,fy(\dU  Tils  XAHiti  avIh  i^i^±(rx€L>ja.u  c-^er  H^if 

ijifo  fAiJi^sfji*"     Hzr.  30.  Sed.  ii.  p«  12^,  126. 

f  ^4J\«L^t0L9  ri¥A  vifi  yifHTn  iinyit\Ai^  xaa  ^ifi  <Bfivi^H 
My  til.     Ibid.  Seft.  iii.  p.  127* 

(   Ttipt  Xp/rif  /t    ¥«  0//«  f/T6IF    «/  XAI   *t/Jo/  Til    TafF  ^fGf- 

ufnu/vm  4rfpi  Kufn^l^  j^  MUftf^tv  i/M^^nfid  Ay^^ipris^  4'Aor 

M,ytH  yi^uviff^di  M  }S0Lft(^t  //«C«C«uour7<ti.  Hvr,  89.  Se£t. 
fii.  Vol.  i*  p.  isl. 

C  Epi- 
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Epiphanius,  whatever  thai  may  be,  in  &pporC 
of  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  having  held  the 
fiime  opinion  concerning  Chrift>  though  they 
might  differ  in  other  things.  Pleafe  alfo  to  ob« 
ferte  that  thefe  Nazarenes  were  prior  to  EbiOn^ 
who  was  himfelf  co-tempiorary  with  the  apoftle 
John* 

You  acknowledge,  p.  29,  that,  "  in  Jerom's 
«'  time  the  Nazarenes  were  fo  far  declined  from 
'*  the  pure  faith  of  the  firft  race  of  Chriftians, 
^^  and  were  become  heretical  to  that  degree,  that 
<'  Jerom  conGdered  them  as  a  Jewi(h  fcft,  rather 
"  than  a  Chriftidn/^  !^ow  much  earlier  this  ge- 
neral defedioh  took  place  vou  do  not  fay.  It 
appears,  however^  as  you  do  not  deny,  that  the 
unbelieving  Jews  called  all  thofe  of  their  race, 
who  were  chrifttahs,  by  the  name  of  Ebionites,  in 
ihe  titnedTOrigeh.  liid^Origen'sown  words  are 
too  exprefs  to  admit  any  doubt  of  this.  <^  Thofe,'' 
Ays  he,  '^  Af  chfe  Jews  who  believe  that  Jefus  is 
^  Che  Chrift,  are calledEbionites*.  And  thefe  £bi^ 
nices  Origen  lays  were  of  two  for ts^  one  of  them  be- 
lie^ng  the  miraculous  conception,  and  the  other  not  ^ 
but  all  of  them  confidering  Chrift  as  a  mere  man. 

You  fay,  indeed,  p.  35,  that  **  the  word  Ebio- 
««  nite  had,  in  the  time  of  Origen,  out-grown  its 
<<  original  meaning;  for  at  laft  the  Nazarenes, 

•  ECl«r«lof  XPWfw«'^«(«''>  •«  A'jro  hJ^tuvp  top  Wof  «f 
kf ffor  «<if^$«f(tw»    In  Celfufli,  Lib.  ii.  p.  56. 

4  whofe 
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«•  whofc  ttror  was  rather  a  fupcrfticious  fcrerity 
^^  in  their  praAice^  than  any  deficiency  in  their 
'*  faith,  were  included  hyOrigen  in  the  infamy  of 
"  the  appellation.''  But  for  this  I  mufl:  require 
fome  other  evidence  than  your  bar«  conjedture  ; 
for  then  he  ought  to  have  made  fbree  forts  of 
Ebionites^  and  not  two  oalj,  which  he  exprelsly 
does* 

That  the  Ebionitel  comprized  all  the  JewilK 
Chriftiana  in  the  time  of  Origeoj  is  evident  from 
the  paflagc  which  yo^  yourlelf  quote  ffom  him# 
p.  76.  "  When  you  confider  what  belief  they, 
'*  of  the  Jcwiih  race,  who  believe  in  Jefus,  cnter- 
''  tain  of  their  redeemer,  fome  thin|:iiiig  that  he 
**  took  his  being  from  Mary  and  Jofeph,  fomc 
**  indeed  from  Mary  only  and  the  divine  fpirit, 
^  but  ftitl  wUhoiic  any  belief  of  his  divinity,  you 
**  wil]  underftand/'  ^«  Now  I  do  not  at  all  fee 
how,  allowing  the  objeA  of  Origen,  in  the  place 
ia  which  this  paflage  is  introduced,  to  be  thtf^^ 
fliuatiziug  ^  4  plain  ftQry^  you  can  be  authorized 
to  explain  this  ocherwife  than  it  is  literally  ez« 
preflfcd.  Whatever  the  difcourfe  be,  this  is  an 
incidental  mention  of  a  real  faft  in  the  courfe  of 
its  2nd  fuch  is  often  the  cleareft  of  all  evidences. 

As  to  that  teference  to  Origen  which  you  fay,  p. 
7$.  you  are  not  able  to  trace,  it  is  exadlly  as  I  have 
nade  it  in  my  edition  of  his  works  in  Latin ;  and 
ifl  my  opinion  abundantly  anfwers  the  purpofe  fof 
wKch  it  was  adduced,  as  he  there  ipcaks  of  all 
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the  Jews  who  believed  in  Jefus,  as  thinking  him 
to  be  either  the  fon  of  Jofeph  and  Mary,  or  of 
Maryland  the  holy  fpirit^  which  certainly  comprizes 
the  opinion  which  had  been  thought  to  be  peculiar 
to  the  Nazarenes ;  fo  that  it  is  impoffible  that  Origen 
fliould  have  imagined  that  the  Nazarenes  held  an 
opinion  concerning  Chrill:  that  was  not  alfo  held  by 
fome  of  the  Ebionites.  Moreover,  as  he  is  here 
fpeaking  of  the  Jewifli  chriftians  in  general^  with- 
out making  any  exception,  it  is  natural  to  infer, 
that  he  had  never  heard  of  any  Jewifh  chriftians 
befides  thofe  whom  he  elfewhere  calls  Ebionites, 
of  the  two  (oFfs  particularly  Ipcdfied  by  him  ;  fo 
that  this  paflage  is  in  effelft  the  fame  with  that 
which  you  have  quoted,  and  proves  more  than  I 
there  quoted  it  for. 

I  have  fince  procured.  Huetius's  edition  of  On* 
gen's  Commentaries  on  cbe  fcriptures,  and  find  that 
•the  paflage  which  you  have  quoted  exactly  corref- 
ponds  to. that  which  I  had  made  ufe  of.  fiut  the 
original  Greek  is  more  exprefsly  to  my  purpofc 
than  the  Latin. 

In  a  paflage  not  far  diftant  from  this,  Origen 
confiders  the  Ebionites  in  general  as  not  believing 
the  miraculous  conception,  while  the  gentile  chrif- 
tians in  genera],  though  with  fome  exceptions, 
believed  that  doftrine.  "  By  the  men,'*  he  lays, 
*5.  who  blamed  the  blind  man,  who  reprefents 
"  the  Ebionites  (unbelievers  in  the  miraculous  con- 
*•  ceprion)  wc  may  undcrftand  the  gentiles,  who, 

"  with 
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•*  with    few    exceptions,    think   that  Chrift  wag 
^*  born  of  the  Virgin  only*.*' 

♦'  That  the  Jewidi  converts  were  remarkabljr 
**  prone  to  the  Ebionasan  herefy,  froni  which  the 
"  gentile  churches  in  general  were  pure,  is  the 
•*  moft:,*'you  fay,p.77."  that  can  be  concluded  frpm 
*•  this  paffage,  ftren^thened  as  it  might  be  with 
**  another  fomewhat  to  the  fame  purpofe,  in  the 
**  commentaries  upon  St.  John's  gofpel.  But 
**  what  if  it  were  proved  that  the  whole  feft  of 
*^  the  Na^arenes  was  abforbed  in  the  Ebiona[;an 
•*  herefy  in  the  days  of  Origen  ?  What  evidence 
••  would  that  afford  of  the  identity  of  the  Nazarenes 
**  and  the  Ebionites  in  earlier  times  ?  And  even 
•*  that  identity,  if  it  were  proved,  what  evidence 
**  would  it  afford,  that  the  church  of  Jerufalem 
**  had  been  originally  unitarian  under  her  firlt 
•*  bifhops  of  the  cireumcifion." 

I  anfwer  that  if  the  Jcwifli  chriftians  were 
univerfally  Ebionites  in  the  time  of  Origen,  tho 
probability  is^  that  they  were  even  generally  fo  in 
the  time  of  the  apoftles  ;  and  that  their  herefy,  as 
it  is  called,  did  exift  in  the  time  of  the  apoilles,  is 
abundantly  evident.  Whole  bodies  of  men  do  noc 
very  foon  change  their  opinions.  And  if,  as  you 
allow,  the  Jewifli  chriftians  were  diftingui{hed  by 
the  name  of  Nazarenes  (whom  I  think  I  have 
proved  to  be  the  fame  with  the  EbioniteSt  who  all 
believed  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  man)  from  the  time 
ttot  they  were  fettled  in  the  country  beyond  the 
5  CommcDt.,  in  Mace.  vol.  i.  p.  428;i  •  i 
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im  of  GaKleet  you  carry  the  opinions  of  the  £bio« 
nites,  as  gniverfally  held  by  the  Jewifli  chriftians  to 
the  very  age  of  the  apoftles ;  for  they  retired  into 
that  country  on  the  approach  of  the  Jewifli  war, 
about  which  time  the  apoftles  went  off  the  ftage. 

Since  all  the  Jewifli  chriftians  were  called  Na- 
Irenes  or  Ebionites,  and  all  the  writers  that  men- 
tion them  fpeak  of  the  dodbrine  of  thofe  fed$ 
in  general^  and  not  thofe  of  their  own  time  in 
particular,  as  being  thatChrift  was  a  mere  man  •,  the 
natural  inference  is,  that  thofe  fefts,  or  the  Jewifh 
chriftians,  did  in  all  times^  after  they  became  (b 
diftinguiftied  (which  is  allowed  to  have  been  juft 
before,  or  pr^ently  after  the  deftrudion  of  Jeru« 
£ilem)  hold  that  do£lrine.  And  fuppofing  this  to 
have  been  the  cafe,  is  it  not  almoft  cert^n,  that  the 
apoftles  themfelvcs  muft  have  taught  it  ?  Can  ic 
be  fuppofed  that  the  whole  Jewifli  church  fliould 
ktf^  abandoned  the  do£bine  of  the  divinity  of 
Chrift,  within  fo  few  years  after  the  death  of  the 
apoftles,  if  they  had  ever  reoeived  it  from  them  ? 
As  far  as  I  yet  fee,  Jewifli  chriftians  who  were  not 
Na^carenes,  or  Ebionites,  or  Nazarenes  who  held 
any  other  doctrine  concerning  Chrift  than  that  bo 
was  a  mere  nrwin,  are  unknown  in  faiftory,  and  have 
no  exiflence  but  in  imagination. 

That  thofe  who  were  called  Nazarenes  were  as 
fer  from  thinking  Chrift  to  be  God  as  the  Etio- 
ttitfs,  is  evident  from  the  moft  unexceptionable  cvi- 
dtnce*    Among  others,  is  the  teftinwny  o(Tbe$^ 

doret^ 
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i^m^  though,  not  having  the  original  J  am  obUgc4 
to  quote  iF  at  iecond  band.  This  I  (hall  do  frorn 
Suiftr^s  Tbefaurus^  under  the  article  Ebion.  He 
fay  I,  *^  the  Nazareaei  frc  Jews,  who  rcfpca 
^*  Ckrift  as  a  righteous  man*/'  And  Theodorct 
lived  in  Syria,  where  j|^e  had  the  bed  opportunity 
of  being  acquainted  ipfith  the  ftace  of  the  Jewi& 
churches. 

It  is  rather  extraordinary  that  fuch  a  poiiic 
fliould  now  be  made  of  finding  fome  difference  of 
imporunce  between  the  Na^arenes  and  the  EbiQ- 
nites,  when  no  critic,  J  believe,  of  any  name  in 
the  lafl:  age  pretended  to  find  any.  The  learn- 
ed Jeremiah  Jones,  after  diipofing  in  oppo- 
iite  columns  all  that  he  could  collect  con- 
cerning them  both,  from  the  beft  authorities,  con- 
cludes with  faying,  ^^  It  is  plain  there  was  a 
*^  very  great  ngree^ent  between  thefe  two  an- 
••  tient  fefts  j  and  though  they  went  under  dif- 
«  fcrcnt  names,  yet  they  fcem  only  to  differ  in 
<*  this,  that  the  Ebionites  had  made  fome  addition 
•*  to  the  old  Nazarene  fyflem.  For  Origen  tells  us 
*^  they  were  called  Ebionites,  who  from  among  the 
«*  Jews  owned  Jefus  to  be  the  Chrift  f."  The  run- 
ning title  of  this  chapter  is,  Tbt  Nazarenes  and 
Ebimtes  tbtfmne. 

As  to  the  general  teftimony  of  Eufebius,  and 

4dKr  writers,  themielves  believers  in  the  divinity 

^  Of /i  N«  {«f ttlof  Ii(/<efoi  \m   Tof  Xpirtr   Tifuvrrif  «^ 

t  Jonet  on  the  Canoo,  vol  i.  p.  386. 
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of  Chrift,  that  the  church  of  Jcrufalcm  towards 
the  clofc  of  the  apoftolic  age  (for  it  is  not  pre- 
tended that  the  apoftles  taught  that  do&rine  clearly, 
and  therefore  not  with  effeft^  at  the  opening  of  their 
commiffion)  was  orthodox  in  their  fenfe  of  the 
word,  it  is  not  to  be  regarded,  unlefs  they  bring 
fome  fufHcient  proof  of  their  aflertion.  They 
were,  no  doubt,  willing  to  have  it  thought  fo ; 
and,  without  conHdering  it  very  particularly, 
ipight  prefume  that  it  was  fo  :  but  the  fafts  whicji 
they  themfelves  record,  and  the  account  which 
they  give  of  the  condud  of  the  apoftles  in  divulg- 
ipg  this  doftrine  to  tbe^  Jews>  make  it  highly  im- 
probable that  the  cafe  fliould  have  been^  as  in 
general  terms  they  affert. 

They  furnifh  as  particylar  evidence  againft 
their  own  general  teftimony,  as  we  can  expcft  to 
find  at  this  diftance  of  time,  fuppofing  the  faft  to 
have  been  the  reverfe  of  what  they  affert ;  and 
the  ftate  of  things  in  after  times,  and  even  in 
their  own,  was  fuch  as  can  never  be  acounted  for, 
agreeably  to  the  known  principles  of  human  na- 
ture, on  the  fuppofition  that  it  was  originally 
fuch  as  they  reprefent  it  to  be.  The  general 
prevalence  of  the  unitarian  do6trine  among  the 
common  people  iti  the  Gentile  world,  and  the 
univerfal  prevalence  of  it  among  the  Jews,  from 
the  time  that  they  were  diftinguiflied  by  the  name 
pf  Ebionites,  or  Nazarenes  (which  was  immedi- 
ately after  the  age  of  the  apoftles)  is  totally  in? 
coniiftent  with  the  idea  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift 

^laving 
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fiaving  been  the  univerfal,  or  the  general  opinioii 
in  the  time  of  the  apofUes. 

I  anij  &Ct 
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LETTER       III. 

yhat  the  primitive  UnUarians  were  not  confidered 
as  Heretics. 

Dear  Sir^ 

AMONG  the  extravagant  ajferthns^  as  you 
call  them,  of  D.  Zwicker,  and  which  you 
fay  were  adopted  by  Epifcopius,  you  mention, 
p*  7*  that  of  ^'  the  opinion  of  the  mere  humanity 
^*  of  Chcift  having  prevsdled  very  generally  in  the 
^*  firft  ages,  and  having  never  been  deemed  herc- 
^*  tical  by  the  fathers  of  the  orthodox  perfuafion, 
"  at  leaft  not  in  fuch  a  degree  as  to  exclude  them 
^<  from  the  communion  of  the  church/'  But  you 
fay  that  Epifcopius,  "  from  his  charitable  temper, 
*•  gave  eafy  credit  to  the  unitarian  writers,  when 
^*  they  reprefented  the  differences  of  opinion  in  the 
^<  early  churches  as  much  greater  than  ever  really 
<*  obtained,  and  the  tendernefs  for  fe£i;aries  ais 
•^  more  than  was  ever  pradWfed/* 

If  1  was  difpofed  to  copy  your  ufual  language  to 
ine  upon  this  occafion,  I  might  have  full  fcope ; 
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US  what  you  now  advance  is  the  Tety  ceverfc  of  the 
fa£t ;  and  how  you  came  to  nai&ppcchcod  fo  plain 
a  cafc^  concerning  which  1  believe  no  writo-s  of 
ccclefiaftical  hiftory  ever  differed,  I  do  not  take 
upon  me  to  lay,  but  leave  others  to  judge.  That 
there  were  as  proper  unitarians  in  the  very  age  of 
the  apoftles,  as  any  who  are  fo  termed  at  this  day 
(myfelf  by  no  means  excepted)  and  differing  as 
much  from  what  is  now  called  the  orthodox  faith, 
I  will  venture  to  lay  was  never  queftioned ;  and 
chat  ibefe  ancient  unitarians  were  not  then  expelled 
from  chriltian  focieties,  as  lieretics,  is,  I  believe,  as 
generally  allowed.  It  Was,  as  you  fay,  acknow- 
ledged by  Epifcopius  the  Arian,  and  it  is  likewife 
allowed  by  Molheim  the  trinitarian,  who  lays, 
vol*  i.  p.  191.  ^However  ready  many  may  iiave 
^^  been  to  emhraoe  1^  erroneous  do&inc,  it  doeft 
^*  JU)t  appear  that  diis  left  formed  to  themfelves  a 
^^  fcparafee  place  of  worfiup,  or  removed  themfelves 
'^  from  the  ordinary  aflemblies  of  chriftians."  But 
does  it  not  alfo  follow  from  the  fame  fa6t,  that 
tbefe  unitarians  were  not  expelled  from  chrillian 
IbcieHes  by  others,  as  they  certainly  would  have 
beenj  if  they  had  been  confidered  as  h^etics  ? 

At  the  fame  time  the  Gnoftics  were  in  a  very 
^lifferent  predicament,  luid  had  been  fo  from  the 
beginning.  Molheim  fays,  vol.  i.  p,  io8,  "  From 
•'  feveral  paffages  of  the  facred  writings,  it  evi- 
*•  dently  appears,  that  even  in  the  firft  century, 
•*  the  gener^  meetings  of  chriftians  were  deferted, 
^<  and  feparateaflTcmhlies  formed,  in  feveral  places, 

"  by 
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^*  hy  perfons  infected  with  the  Gno(tic  lierefy; 
«*  ihou^^,'*  he  adds,  ^^  tlus  fed:  was  not  coa* 
»«  fpicuous  for  its  numbers,  or  reputation,  bfsforf 
•*  the  time  of  Adrian/' 

"  Every  heittic,''  fays  Jcrom,  "  is  born  in  the 
*^  church,  but  is  caft  out  of  the  church,  and  fights 
**  againft  the  church  *."  Auftin  fays,  *'  As  fooa 
"  as  any  berefy  exifted,  it  feparated  itfelf  from  the 
**  Catholic  churchf."  Tcrtuliian  fays,  "Ifthqf 
*'  be  heredcs,  they  cannot  be  chriftians  J." 

That  Tertullian  did  not  confider  unitarians  as 
excluded  from  the  name  and  the  allemblies  of 
chriftians,  is  evident  from  what  he  (ays  concerning 
tiie  apoftk^s  creeds  the  feveral  articles  of  which,  v 
it  ftood  in  his  time,  he  recites  %  aflerting  that  it 
itf as  the  only  pr^^per  ftandard  of  faith,  and  that  the 
church  admimd  of  a  variety  of  opinions  in  other 
refpedls. 

*  Omnis  enim  hcreticus  nafcitur  in  ecclefia,  fed  de  eccIiiU 
projkitiir,  et  conteikUt  ct  pogiut  coDtra  pventem.  In  Jerem, 
22.  vd.  iv.  p.  377. 

t  Sutem  enim  vnaqnaBqae  henefis  nt  eziftebat,  et  t  con. 
gregatione  Catholics  communionis  exibat,  &c.  De  fiaptiiino 
Contra  Donatidas,  Lib,  5.  cap.  19.  vol.  vii.  p.  446. 

t  Si  enim  luaretici  font,  ChritiiaBi  efle  bob  poffiiBt.  IH 
PrsBferiptieBe  Hcftdcominy  {t€t.  xzxvii.  p.  sij. 

TcrtnUian,  in  his  treatife  De  Praefcriptione  Haereticornm, 
makea  but  flight  xnentioo  of  the  herefy  of  the  EhhmUs^  and 
when  he  giVea  it  that  appellation,  he  makes  it  to  coniift  in 
t^  '*  obfiervance  and  defence  of  circomcifionAnd  the  jaw;** 
UK)  J9%  be  reprefeou  Hebion  as  comprized  under  the  defcription 

9f 
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Now  it  is  evident  that  no  article  in  that  creed 
alludes  to  the  opinions  of  the  unitarians^  but  only 
to  thofe  of  the  Gnojiics.  This  was  the  oldeft 
formulary  of  chriftian  faith,  and  what  was  taught 
to  all  catechumens  before  baptifm  ;  and  additions 
were  made  to  it  from  time  to  time,  in  order  to 
exclude  heretics.  This  creed  any  unitarian,  at  leaft 
one  who  believed  the  miraculous  conception,  might 
fubfcribc  in  the  time  of  Tertullian,  and  therefore 
could  not  then  have  been  deemed  a  heretic. 

**  The  rule  of  faith,"  he  lays,  "  is  only  one, 
**  admitting  of  qo  change  or  emendation,  requiring 
•♦  us  to  believe  in  one  G6d,  almighty,  the  maker 
*^  of  the  world  ;  and  in  his  fon  Jefus  Chrift,  born 
•*  of  the  virgin  Mary,  crucified  under  Pontius 
**  Pilate,  raifcd  from  the  dead  on  the  third  day, 
**  received  up  into  heaven,  now  fitting  at  the  right 
•*  hand  of  the  Father,  and  who  will  come  again 
**  to  judge  the  living  and  the  dead,  even  by  the 
^*  rcfurredion  of  the  flelh.  This  law  of  faith 
•*  remaining,  other  things,  being  matters  of  dif- 
^*  cipline  and  conduft,  admit  of  new  cprreftions, 
•^  ;he  grace  of  God  co-operating  '^." 

of  Antichrifi  by  St.  John,  p.  214.  It  is  evident,  however,  from 
his  making  the  units^nans  to  be  the  gnattr  part  of  believers, 
that,  in  his  time,  they  were  not  conildered  wifofar  heretical^  or 
anU'Chrifiian^  ts  to  be  excluded  from  chriftian  churches. 

^  Regula  qnidem  fidei  una  omnino  eft,  Tola,  immohilis, 
ct  irreformabilis,  credendi  fcilicet  in  unicum  deum,  omni- 
potencem,  mundi  conditorem,  et  £lium  e^ui  Jefum  Chriftum, 

nttum* 
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.  The  Ebionites,  being  Jews,  had  little  commAiu* 
cation  with  the  Gentiles,  and  therefore,  of  courfe^- 
held  feparate  alTemblies ;  but  the  Alogi,  who  held 
the  fame  dodrine   among  die  Genciies,   had  no 
ieparate  aflemblies,    but  worfhipped  along  with 
other  chriflians«     Indeed  their  having  no  general 
diftinft  name  before  the  time  of  Epiphanius,  is 
of  itfelf  a  proof  that  they  liad  no  feparate  places  of 
worihip,  as  the  Gnoftics  and  other  heretics  hadv 
For  had  they  been,  diftinguifhed  from  other  chrif^ 
tians  in  their  aflemblies,  it  is.imppllibie  but  thef 
muft  have  been  diflinguiflied  by  a  Specific  name: 
They  had,  indeed,  in  particular  places,  names  given' 
them  occafionally,   from .  particular  perfons,   who 
diftinguiflied  themfelves  by  the  defence  of  their 
doftrines,  as  Artemonites,  Noetians,  &c.  but  the 
general  body  of    unitarians  among  the  Goitiles 
h^d  no  name  ^ven  them  from  ihfi  beginning'  to 
diftinguifh    them   from  other   chriftians,   till  the 
attempt  made  by  Epiphanius  to  call  them  Alogi..- 
In  controverfy  they  fometimes  diftinguiflied  them- 
felves by  the  name  of  Monarcbijis,  as  holding  the- 
monarchy,  or  fupremacy  of  the  father,  in  oppo- 
fition  to  thofe  who  maintained  the  divinity  of  the 
fon ;  but  this  was  only  an  occafional,  and  not  an 
original  or  permanent  appellation.  "^ 

natum  ex  Virginc  Maria,  crucifixum  fub.Pontio  Pilato,  terti« 
die  refufcitatuin'  a  mortuis,  receptum  in  cxlis,  fedencem  nnnc 
ad  dextram  pains,  venturum  judicare  vivos  et  mortuos,  per 
caroia  eciam  refurref^ionein.  Hac  lege  iidei  maneute,  casrera 
jam  difciplins  et  converfationis,  admitcunt  novitatem  cor- 
redUonb,  operante  fcilicet  ec  proficiente  ufque  ad  fiaexn  graiU 
4qu    De  Virginibus  Vclandis,  fcdl.  i.  p.  173. 

All 
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Att  therefore  that  Chryfoftom  could  alledge  m 
proof  of  him&lf  and  his.  fricndt  being  of  the 
orthodosfaithy  and  no  hereticsi  might  have  been 
aUedged  by  the  body  of  imtariaim  before  the 
ttfloe  of  Theodocuft^  Tedching  tlnbelrerers  how^ 
CD  dtftinguilb  between  orthodox  chrtfthtns  and 
fcfl»ie»,  he  fays,  **  They  haHre  fonie  pcrfons  by 
'^  whom  they  are  eailed.  According  to  the  name 
♦^  of  Che  Hercfiarch,  fo  is  the  fcflt;  bnt  no  man 
^^  ha^  given  us  a  nMie^  but  the  faith  '  itfclf." 
Again  he  fays,  *^  Were  we  ever  feparatcd  from 
••  d»  ehurcb?  Have  we  Herefiarchs  ?  Have  wc 
^  Mf  ntme  fronfi  nften,  as  Marcion  gave  his  name 
^  to  fome,  Mantch»]s  to  others,  and  Arius  to  a 
••third  part?"  8cc.* 

All  this  agrees  remarkably  well  with  the  fup** 
pofition,  that  thefe  unitarians  were  originally  no^ 
thing  lefs  than  the  ^ole  body  of  Chriftians,  and 
that  the  Crinitarians  were  the  innovators ;  appearing 
at  firft  modeft  and  candid,  as  was  natural  while  they 
were,  a  fmall  mmortty,  but  bold  and  imperious 
when  they  became  the  majority. 

J^nKOVOTi  TO  OPOfJiAf  J^tKHtn    Atfifflf   OlAOtmt.  «-Af  tiiMf  n^irp 

(Air  zJ^ii  €/«xeK  yi^iXv  ovoyLd^  w  /§'  'Virif  at/rn .     Cbrjrfoft.  ia 
il€U  Apoi.  Cap.  zv.    Horn.  33.  Vol.  viii.  p.  613. 

ptw^  «/u«ir  tU  lUfi  m^ftif  rm  (jl%9  Mecpxi^r,  rm  J^  Udfft^<ao<9 
Tm  /§  Af fl«r,  r»  /I  aMoi  rif  Mf%ff%m  «f x^^«  Ibi<i*  p.  661 « 

It 
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It  has  been  fofficiendy  obfenred  with  what  ie« 
fpc&  Jttftin  Martyr  treats  the  ancient  unitarians, 
evidently  ihewing  that  in  his  time  his  own  doc- 
trine iUod  in  need  of  an  spclcgy.  There  are  two 
paflTages  in  tlus  writerj  in  which  he  fpeaks  of 
biTiiicSf  with  great  indignation,  as  *^  not  chrif- 
«<  tians,  but  as  peribns  whofe  tenets  were  abfurd, 
*'  impious,  and  blafphemous,  with  whom  chrif> 
<*  tians  held  no  communion  $"  but  in  both  the 
paflages  he  evidently  lud  a  view  to  the  Gnoftics 
gnhfy  denominated  from  the  name  of  their  teach- 
ers. He  particularly  mentions  the  ^'  Marcionites^ 
*<  the  Valentinians,  the  Bafilideans,  and  the 
**  Saturnianians.'.'  He  fays  '<  they  blafphem- 
**  ed  the  maker  of  the  world,  and  the  God 
*'  of  Abraham,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob,"  that  *<  they 
^  demed  the.refurreftion,  and  mainuined  that 
*'  after  death  the  fiml  went  immediately  to 
^  heaven  •."     "  Do  not,"    fays  hr,   «'  fuppofe 

"thefe 

^tj9tf^9    ^  f>WVrf ,  l»  91  A9f    ttrJ^K,   99>^.9f,   UA^l%  J9 

^A«#f sft«  Af>fir  J9  'Bfttrrruf  f///flef«r,  u  079gA£tTi  t«  If^ 
^f€%A^9rrU  '  jy  ti9iw  yp*  Sfuvr  «Kr*  rwi  vf9ffmv§Auif  rtt? 

iuit'  ^Mj»  TfoTer  Chsuf^fittw  m  ^•urrar  t«f  s>.4r,  x^  tjt  vs' 
«i/T«  ^fffvnvifiirtr  iAi  vri#^«aXf  irtr,  %  ror  ^m  ACf^Afi,  1^ 

^  «rr#  Tf  T«r  I«^«r  ^fir«   ^^yua  fccrsr  oiA^.oyuf  *  4) 

U^fM,i§0Oh  •!  /t  Ot;AAfmrf«r9f,  •!  /i  BoriAl/uiyM,  cj  A 
^7#frlAMi«f»   i|^  «V.9I  «AA«  wuMTi,    A70   7v  ^p^fry«7s 
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^'  chefe  CO  be  chriftiacs.**  Had  be  confidered  ihc 
mnitarimuj  with  whom  he  appears  to  have  been  well 
acquainted^  as  heretics^  would  he  not  have  men- 
tioned or  alluded  to  their  tenets  alio  in  thofe 
pafiages,  in  which  he  fpeaks9  and  pretty  largely  of 
the  Chriftian  heretics  in  general  ?  It  is  impofliblei 
I  fhoold  think,  to  read  thofe  paflfagesy  as  they 
ftand  in  the  original^  introduced  as  a  fulfilment 
cf  our  Saviour's  prophecy,  that  there  fliould  be 
falie  Chrifts,  and  falfe  prophets,  who  fhoold  de- 
ceive many,  and  not  be  fatisfied  that  (like  the 
^^xrflle  John)  Juftin  Martyr  had  no  idea  of 
there  being  any  bereiks  in  the  chriftian  churchy  in 
his  timej  befides  the  Gnoftics  \ 

How  little  is  it  that  Irenaeus  lays  of  the  Ebb- 
nites,  and  with  how  little  fcverity,  in  his  large 
treatifc  concerning  hcrefy.  It  is  not  one  four 
hundreth  part  of  the  whole,  while  all  the  reft  is 

inf  yroiAifi  wufro;  orofi*^o/xf ro^,  &c.   Dialog.  Edit.  Thirlby, 
p.  2o8. 

ftnyvmyMi  tkto  uti  >r«pi^ftir,  %^utirdt  0*01  rkfytif  MyotjLtPh^ 

xrtTtf    ifarrtt  C^Aj^nfiAt   ig  a^uit    3^  «ro«T«   c/U/tfcwir 

iJii^aca  ecu ii  y^  3^  at/f%CAh%r%  VfiHf  net  At>ofAcraf( 

'Xfi^iAfoiu    TLf  TtfTo   fiif    oiLoKoyucif^    «^^s  ^  CKa^n(JL%i9 

^^  d'^c^ftiffiLup  7ai  4^*f  ^vrter  Af€^KAf*Ciiw%€^tt^  Uf  row 
irftfrtf,  fAn  vTo?LACmt  atmsi  Xpirictns^.     Ibid,  p  311. 

*  See  Dialogue,  Edit.  Thirlby,  p.  208,  pars  fccandji,  p.  31 1. 

em- 
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Employed  on  the  different  branches  of  Gnoflicifms. 
The  harlheft  epithet  that  he  applies  to  them 
is  that  of  vaniy  which  conlklering  the  manner  of 
the  ancients^  is  certainly  very  moderate.  Vani 
wtem  €t  Ehionai  ♦.  He  fays,  indeed  f,  that  '^  God 
"  will  judge  them,"  and  "  how  cap  they  be  faved 
**  if  it  be  not  God  that  worked  out  their  falvation 
"  upon  earth/'  But  this  is  no  fentence  of  damna* 
don  pafled  upon  them  in  particular,  for  hdlding  their 
dodrine,  but  an  argument  ufed  by  him  to  refute 
them ;  and  is  the  fame  as  if  he  hafl  faid,  Mankind 
in  general  could  not  be  faved,  if  Chrift  had  noc 
been  God  as  well  as  man. 

There  is  no  inftance,  I  believe,  of  any  perfon 
having  been  excommunicated  for  being  an  uni^ 
tarian  before  Theodotus,  by  Vidor  bifhop  of 
RomCj  the  fame  that  excommunicated  all  the 
caftern  churches,  becaufe  they  would  not  cele- 
brate Eafter  on  the  day  that  he  prefcribed.  Whereas 
had  the  univerfal  church  been  trinicarian  from 
the  beginning,  would  not  the  firft  unitarians,  the 
fuit  broachers  of  a  dodlrine  fo  exceedingly  offen- 
five  to  them,  as,  in  all  ages,  it  has  ever  been, 
have  experienced  their  utmoft  indignation,  and 
have  been  expelled  from  all  chriftian  focieties 
with  horror. 

What  makes  it  more  particularly  evident,  that 
the  doftrinc  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was 
noc  thought  deferving  of  excommunication  in 
early  times,  is^  that  though  the  Ebionites  were 
Mtiaihmatiziii  as  Jcrom  fays;  or  excommuni- 

T  lib.  i.  Cap.  i.  p.  394.         t  Lib.  4-  Cap.  lix.  p.  358- 

D  cated^ 
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catedj  it  was  not  on  account  of  their  denying  die 
do6lrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  but  ^nfy  on 
account  of  their  rigid  obfervance  of  the  Mof^c 
law  *.  Had  you.  Sir,  been  appointed  to  draw  up 
a  form  of  exconnmunication  for  Socinus^  would 
you  have  confined  your  charge  of  herefy  to  his  re- 
fufing  to  baptize  infants,  or  his  maintaining  the 
unlawfulnefs  of  bearing  arms?  The  principal 
article  would  certainly  have  been  his  believing,  with 
the  Ebionitesj  that  Chrift  was  nothing  more  dian 
a  man* 

Such  a  doctrine  as  that  of  the  fimple  humanitf 
of  Chrift,  in  a  church  univerfally  trinitarian, 
muft  neceflTarily  have  given  greater  alarm,  and  have 
roufed  the  orthodox  to  exert  more  vigorous  mdh 
fures  than  the  fame  dodrine  could  do,  in  the  tiitae 
of  Calvin,  when  it  was  far  from  being  novel ;  and 
yet  he,  though  expofed  to  perfecution  himfel^ 
thought  it  to  be  a  crime  for  which  burning  alive 
was  no  more  than  an  adequate  punifhmentj  and 
ala>oft  all  the  Chriftian  world  juftified  hts  ufing 
that  rigour,  with  refpeft  to  Servetus.  Now,  fince 
the  minds  of  men  are  in  all  ages  fimilarly  affefted 
in  fimilar  circumftances,  we  may  conclude,  that 
the  unitarian  doftrine,  which  was  treated  with  fo 
much  rcfpedt,  when  it  was  firft  mentioned,  was  in 

^    Si  hoc  verum    eft,  in    Cherenti  et  Hebionit   haerefim 
dilabimur,    qui,   credences  in   Chriiloy    propter  hoc  folmn 
a   patribas    anathematizati    funt,    quod   legis    cseremoiiiAi 
Chridi  evangelio   mifcuerunt,  €t  iic  nova  confcffi  font'  Dt 
ve  tera  non  amittercoL 

HiSRONYMVt   AVCVSTIMO,   Ef.  89.     VoI.J.    p.  634. 

a  very 
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SL  very  different  predicament  then,  from  what  it 
^SLS  at  the  time  of  the  reformation.  The  dif- 
ference of  majority  and  minorityy  and  nothing  elfe, 
Un  account  for  this  difference  of  treatment. 

You  will  fay,  if  the  great  majority  of  Chriftians 
in  early  times,  were  unitariansj  why  did  not  they 
excommunicate  the  innovating  trinitarians.  I  an- 
fweri  that  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  was  not,  in 
its  originj  fuch  as  could  give  much  alarm,  as  I 
have  explained  in  myjR^^  to  the  MonibtyReviewers^ 
p.  1 1  j  and  before  it  became  very  formidable^ 
there  was  a  great  majority  of  the  learned,  and 
philofophizing  clergy  on  its  fide.  However,  that 
ic  did  give  very  great  alarm,  as  it  begain  to  unfold 
itfelfj  I  have  brought  undeniable  evideiure. 

^hat  ^ords^  in  any  language,  can  exptefs  mote 
alarm,  or  diflikci  than  expavefcerCj  sind/candalizaref 
by  which  Tertullian  defcribcs  their  feelings  on  this 
fubje£t ;  and  Origen  h as  fome  equal  ly  (Irong  in  Greek, 
as  rafAfffftif,  &c.  Had  the  unitarians  in  thofe  times 
been  writers^  we  Ihould  probably  have  heard  more 
of  their  complaints.  At  prefent,  we  know  nothing 
of  them  befides  what  we  are  able  to  colleft  con- 
cerning them  from  their  adverfaries,  who  thought 
it  neceffary  to  make  frequent  apologies  to  them. 

On  the  odiet  hand,  there  is  indifputable  evidence, 
that  the  umtarian  doctrine^  and  even  in  its  mod  ob^ 
noxious  form,  cxifted  in  the  very  time  of  the  apof- 
tki.  The  Jewilh  chridians  in  general,  not  only 
thought  that  Chriil  was  a  m^t  man^  but  even  that 
D  2'  he 
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he  was  the  fbn  of  Jofeph ;  and  the  gradation  that 
you  fpeak  of,  from  the  dodrine  of  the  Ebionites, 
iR  the  time  of  St.  John  to  that  of  Theodotus,  in 
the  time  of  Vidor,  has  noesdftence  but  in  your  own 
fingle  imagination.  And  yet  thefe  unitarians  were 
xefpe6fced,  and  not  expelled  from  chriftian  fodeties, 
by  the  orthodox  of  that  age.  Explain  this  fa6fc,  in 
confidence  with  their  not  being  the  majority  of 
chriftians,  if  you  can. 

At  this  day»  as  the  unitarian  doffcrine  happily 
gdns  ground  among  chriftians»  the  horror  with 
which  it  has  been  confidered  is  manifeftly  very  much 
abated.  Your  treatment  of  me>  and  of  all  who 
hold  the  fame  opinion>  is  rather  extraordinary,  con& 
dering  the  times  in  which  we  live  -,  but  it  is  mild, 
and  moderate,  compared  with  the  ufual  treatment  of 
the  fame  dodrine,  even  in  this  tolerant  country  an 
hundred,  or  even  fifty  years  ago. 

At  the  time  of  the  revolution,  it  was  made  blaf- 
pbimy  by  a6t  of  parliament,  openly  to  avow  wluit 
I  now  openly  defend,  and  was  punifliable  with  con- 
fifcadon  of  goods  and  imprifonment  for  life,  if 
perfifted  in ;  and  the  law  (till  remains  unrepealed. 
But  it  is  feen  to  be  fo  arbitrary  and  unjufl:  (as  di- 
reded  againft  thofe  who  confcientioufly- believe  in 
one  God  only,  without  acknowledging  three  per- 
fons  to  be  that  one  God)  that  no  one  dares  to 
put  it  in  execution;  and  the  date,  I  am  confident^ 
only  waits  for  that  application,  which  I  truft  will 
be  made,  to  relieve  them,  and  to  wipe  off  fuch  a^ 
a  difgrace  from  our  flatutes. 

LETTER 
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LETTER       IV. 

Oftbi  inference  that  may  be  drawn  from  the  pajfage 
cfjfybanajksj  concerning  the  opinion  of  the  early 
Jewijb  Cbriftians  relating  to  Cbrip. 

Dear  Sir, 

AS  oncf  argument  that  the  primitive  church  of 
Jerulalcm  was  properly  unitarian,  maint^n- 
mg  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  I  obfcrvcd,  that 
"  AthanaHus  himfcif  was  fo  far  from  denying  it, 
•*  that  he  endeavoured  to  account  for  it,  by  laying 
«  that  all  the  Jews  were  fo,  firmly  perfuadqd  that 
^  their  Mef&ah  was  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  maa 
^  like  themfelves,  that  the  apoftles  were  obliged 
^  to  ufc  gjceat  caution  in  divulging  the  do&ine 
•*  of  the  proper  divinity  of  Chrift/* 

This  I  maintain  to  be  a  fhort,  but  true  (late  of 
the  cafe.  Athanafius  both  exprefsly  allowed  that 
the  Jewi(h  chriftians  were  at  firft  of  the  opinion 
that  Chrift  was  no  more  than  a  man,  a^  he 
accounts  for  the  apoftles  conniving  at  it,  without 
laying  how  long  that  prudent  connivance  continued. 
In  my  Jppendix  you  will  find  a  fomewhat  fuller 
fiate  of  the  argument  I  Ihall  now  diftinflty 
confider  all  that  you  have  advanced  to  invalidate 
die  inference  that  I  have  made  from  this  remarls^ahle 
paflagc.  I  (ball  afterwards  (hew  that  it  was  not 
D  ^  Athanalitts 
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Athanafius  oniyt  but  Chryfoftom  alfo  -,  and  as  h^ 
ikyh  ^  antifnfSj  and  the  mofi  dijiinguijbed  fathers 
of  the  chtrnkt  who  gave  the  fame  reprefentatioi) 
of  the  ftate  of  things  in  the  apoftoliqal  age. 

-  Ypiifay^  p.  22t  that  Athanafius  is  here  ipeakr 
ing  of  tbc  unlxlieving  jews.  The  expreifion  i^ 
•iT«T«  i¥/^i6i/  the  Jews  of  that  age\  whldt 
includes  bpth  the  believing  and  unbelieving  Jews. 
Had  he  beqa  fpeaking  of  the  }t^%  pf  his  owq 
time,  it  wouEdv  iowh^  have  been  probable  tharhe 
meant  the  unbelieving  Jdws ;  but  fpeaking,  al  hft 
doi!k,  tiJFilfe  Jews  at  tte  tcty  fitft  prbmuiga^cmi^ 
diriftiat^'  «a^^  to 

iuppofe  tfaiaik  hfc  mtzxitaU  the  Jews.  Pau^  long 
after  his  tohytrfion  to  chtiftianity,  called  Umleif  a 
Jew.  However,  it  will  be  fuffidtatly  evident  frosq 
the  whole  tenor  pf  the  paflage,  that  he  muft  have 
meant  the  believing  Jews  principally,  and  in  ibme 
refpeAs  the  believing  Je^  only,  exclqfiveof  thie 
unbelieving  ones.  And  in  this  conftrudbion  of  the 
toaflage  I  am  by  no  means  lingular,  but  have  the 
&n6tion  of  trinitarians  tt^mfelves. 

But  admitting  that  the  Jews  here  meant  were 
unbelieving  Jews,  they  were  fuch  as  the  apoftles 
wilhed  to  convert  to  chriftianicy^  and  many  of  theai 
foon  became  chrUHans.  How  th6  apoftles  con- 
dufted  themfclvcs  with  refpeft  to  thafe  men,  firtt 
unbelieving,  and  then  believing  jews,  Adurafiua 
thus  ihforths  lis.  Otjr  leadeh  may  judge  of 
the  ^eKty  of  ti^  traqflation  by  coijulting  die 
*-  original 
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origploar  in  the  margin ;  and  as  I  only  abridged 
die  pafiagc  before,  1  (hall  now  give  a  larger  portion 
of  it  at  full  length,  for  the  whole  is  much  too 
large  to  tranfcribe*.  "  Will  they  affirm  that  the 
«  apoftles  held  the  dodrine  of  Arius,  becaufc 
"they  fay  that  Ghrift  was  a  man  of  Nazareth, 
^  and  fufFered  on  the  crofe  ?  Or  becaufe  they  ufcd 
"  thefe  words  were  the  apoftles  of  opinion  that* 
•*  Chrift  was  only  a  man,  and  nothing  elfe  ?  By 
"  no  means:  this  is  not  to  be  imagined.  But 
*'  this  they  did  as  voifi  mafieiF  builders^  andftewardr 
^^of  the  myfteries  of  God\  and  they  had  this 
•*  fpecious  pretence  for  it     For  the  Jews  of  that 

•  Ov/ir  yttf  Avjoff  etloKfinToy,  on  KAt  uvroi  ATo^o^oi 
T9  ApfAf  f pporai/i^ .  Av^pwTop  yet^  avtop  ato  Nce^^pir,  KAt 
•tftd-MTor  Tor  Xfiror  ^fjrAyyvT^xffif^  ^Mivifv  tmvuv  toiavJa 

fAffJAJ^OlJLWaif,   Af  ITiiJ^n  T0/(    fnilgt^l  TVTO/^  ^X^^^Apjo,   (JLOV^ 

«r^p«70r  N<A«iafler  tot  Xp/cor  ei  AtotoAoi,  jcau  v^aov  «</ltir ; 
|ri  ytvotjo  *  ttK  %7tf  ot/A  €/<  wow  'voTft  T»To  KaCuv  *  aAAa 

MAi  T^TO    as  A^y^tTlKTOViS  0'6>(^Of,   KAt  OlKOVOUOi    flVTIIplay  3^6 tf 

mtiwsiiiKAa'i  .  kas  rtjv  ai] iAv  f^ovay  ^vhoyov  ixf/Zw  yap  oc 

T0rf  luS'AiOl  <7Atf r}l'5i|r7cf,   J6«t|  'ZTKAVna'Avlis  EAXHftf ^»  IVOUt^Qf 

7«F  Xpicor,  «s)'/A.o^  fitr'3^p«rTQi^>  /^iofoi^  €X  ^TifyiAloi  AaCiJ^ 
fp;^tdct|,  XA-d^  vfjLOicTnTA  7«f  ix  Toi  Afi&^i<r  etAA«r  Q/€iro^6r«y 
TtKrvr*  fVTi  /if  •dioK  ftt/7o7,  oucTt  or/  A«yo(  ffAf^  iyiftio 
tTiriii^r .  70V70U    inxtf »   f^eTA  vo^An^   7»c   o-t/rid-sAr;    at 

llMLAfiOt  ATOTOAOl  7«  fllU'd'ptfXIFtfTK  ^UTtlfOf  %fflyO\Jv]o  VfajoW 

jutf  T^ro/btfrM^  ffn(AUW,  '%?itihv^n9Al  rov  XpiroF,  aoitoip  x«f 

/uzrvrlH  trri  ta  yiyoii^A  ipy«  vx  tny  AF«9'piKrv,  ctXxA  dt«  • 
l^iXti'  n<Tpof  »  Aey«r  tfF</lp«  ^rci'd'iflof  Tor  Xpi^-oF,  iv^t/c 
wmwwltv  v]of  tf fx>>>^  ^^  C^>>^  ^^^1^  •  ^^*  ^^  I)^  Senientia 
Pionyfiiy  Opera.  foL  L  p.  553.  554* 
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^^  age,  being  decdved  thdhfelves,  and  having 
^^  deceived  the  Gentiles,  thought  that  Chrift  was  n 
'^  mere  man,  only  that  he  came  of  the  feed  of 
*^  David,  relembling  other  defendants  of  David» 
'^  and  did  not  believe  either  that  he  was  God,  or 
^^  that  the  word  was  made  flefh.  On  this  account 
*^  the  blefled  apoftles,  with  greal  prudence^  in  the 
^^  firft  place,  taught  what  related  to  the  humanity 
*•  of  our  Saviour  to  the  Jews ;  that  having  fully 
*'  perfuaded  them, .  from  his  miraculous  works, 
^^  that  Chrift  was  come,  they  might  afterwards 
•*  bring  them  to  the  belief  of  his  divinity,  (hewing 
*^  (hat  his  works  w^re  jpot  (hofe  of  a  man,  but  of  i 
*•  God.  For  example,  Peter  having  faid  that 
*^  Chrift  was  a  man  who  had  fuScred,  immediately 
**  added,  be  is  the  prince  of  life.  In  the  gofpel  he 
"  confcfles,  Thou  art  the  Chrift,  the  fon  of  the 
"  living  God  ;  and  in  his  epiftle  he  calls  him  the 
«  hijhcp  of  ScuUr 

Here,  I  think,  are  fufficient  marks  of  great  ^^«- 
tion^  and  of  the  apoftles  leading  their  converts  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  by  very  diftant 
and  uncertain  inferences  indeed,  fuch  as  Jews,  fo 
previoufly  perfuaded  as  he  reprefents  them  to  have 
been,  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  their  Mefliah, 
would  not  very  readily  underftand. 

Now  if  this  caution  was  requifite  in  the  firft  in- 
ftance,  and  with  refpedl  to  the  firft  converts  that  the 
apoftles  made,  it  was  equally  requifite  with  refpeft 
to  the  reft,  at  leaft  for  the  fake  of  others  who  wem 

not 


> 


Dr.      H    O    R    S    L    E    Y.  41 

not  yet  converted ;  unlefs  the  firft  (hould  have  been 
enjoined  fecrecy  on  that  head.  For  whenever  it  had 
been  known  that  the  apoftles  were  preaching  not  fuch 
a  Meffiah  as  they  expedled,  viz.  a  man  like  them* 
Jelves^  but  the  eternal  Gody  the  difference  was  fo 
great,  that  a  general  alarm  mull  have  been  rpread» 
and  the  converfion  of  the  reft  of  the  Jews  (to  a 
dodrine  which  muft  have  appeared  fo  highly  im- 
probable to  them)  muft  have  been  impeded.  We 
may  therefore  prefume,  thatahe  apoftles  muft  have 
connived  at  this  ftate  of  ignorance,  concerning  the 
divinity  of  Chrift,  in  their  Jewifti  converts,  till 
there  was  little  hope  of  making  any  farther  converts 
among  the  Jews,  and  till  the  gofpel  began  to  bo 
preached  to  the  Gentiles. 

Indeed,  this  muft  have  been  the  cafe,  according 
to  Athanafiu&'s  own  account.  For  he  lays,  thac 
thefe  Jews,  being  in  an  error  themfelves,  led  the 
Gentiles  into  the  fame  error.  For  your  notion,  thac 
by  Gentiles  J  our  author  here  meant  pro/elytes  of  the 
gate^  is  altogether  arbitrary  and  improbable.  Nay, 
the  very  exiftence  of  thefe  profelytes  of  the  gate, 
you  muft  know  has  been  queftioned,  and  I  think 
fully  difppoved  by  Dr.  Lardner  and  others.  Be- 
fides,  it  is  not  to  be  fuppofed,  that  the  dodrine  of 
a  Mefliah  could  have  been  very  uiterefting  to  any, 
befides  native  Jews,  or  at  the  moft,  thole  that 
were  complete  profelytes ;  whereas  to  the  Gentile 
chriftians  it  was  a  matter  of  the  greateft  moment* 
By  thefe  Gentiles,  therefore,  I  conclude  that  Athana* 
fius  muft  have  meant  cbriftian  Gentiles^  and  confe- 

quently 
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quently  that  by  the  Jews,  who  led  them  into  th« 
niiftake,  he  meant  the  believing,  and  not  the  un« 
believing  Jews.  The  learned  Beaufobre,  a  trinita* 
nan,  and  therefore  an .  unexceptionable  judge  ia 
this  cafe,  quoting  this  very  paffage^  does  not  hefi- 
tate  to  pronounce  that  they  were  believing  Jews^ 
who  were  intended  by  the  writer.  **  Ces  Juifs,?* . 
he  fays,  **  ne  font  pas  les  Juifs  incredules,  mais 
ccux  qui  feifoicnt  profcffion  du  chriftianifme  ••" 

What  I  have  refpcd  td*  iff  this  pa^ge,  is  the  ob- 
vious generaP  tenor  and  fpifit  of  ic,  and  not  parti- 
cular Words  Of  phrafesv  <^»  I  ri^igfct  ^bferve,  that 
the  ijirbs  in  that  part  of  the  paffagev  which  men- 
tions Chrift  being  come  of  the  feed  of  Binvidj  and 
tht  word  being  tnadefleft)^  are  not  in  the  future  tenfe^ 
and  therefore  do  not  naturally  refer  to  the  Mcfliah 
in  general,  who  i»as  to  come^  but  to  a  perlbn  wha 
was  aSually  come^  that  is,  to  JefOs  Chrifl:  ia  parti- 
cular. The  Latin  tranflator  of  Athanafnis,  a  Catho- 
lic, and  certainly  no  unitarian,  had  fo  little  fufpi- 
cion'of  any  other  meaning,  that  he  renders  rov  Xpjrop 
in  this  place  by  Jefum  -,  fo  that  1  am  far  from  being 
lingular,  or  particularly  biafled  by  my  own  opi- 
nions, in  my  conftrudion  of  this  paflage. 

Suppofing,  however,  not  only  the  profelytes  of 
the  gate,  but  the  whole  body  of  the  Gentiles  (lit- 
tle as  they  were  concerned  in  the  queftion)  to  have 
been  previoufly  taught  by  the  Jews  that  their  Me- 

•  Hiftoire  de  Mankheifine,  vol.  u,  p.  517. 
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jab^  wkeiitirer  he  (hould  come,  would  be  nothing 
more  dim  a  imn;  if  this  was  an  opinion  that  they 
iteie  ai  fully  perfpaded  of  an  Athahafiqs  reprefent* 
^  Jewsy  dieir  fe^chers^.to  hav^  been^  the  fame' 
caotiofi  muft  how  been  as  neceflary  with  refpeft  to 
dta^  as  with  reipef^  to  the  Jews  theipielyes,  and 
finr  the  fium  reaicMf^ 

Atfaao^us  muft^  therefore/ be  underftood  to  (ay, 
thatthe  Jewifli  converts^  while  (through  the  caution 
of  the  apbftles)  they  were  ignorant  of  the  divinity 
of  Chiift,  preached  the  gofpel  m  tbatftaie  to  ihe 
Gendles.  And  as  he  fpeaks  of  Gentiles  in  general^ 
and  without  ^y  refped  to  timij  and  alfo  of  their 
bemg  aAually  brought  over  to  that  belief,  it  is  im« 
poffible  not  to  undcrftand  him  of  thb  caution  being 
{xmdnued  till  the  gofpel  had  been  folly  preached  to 
the  Gendles  as  well  as  the  Jews.  Befides,  one  of 
the  inftances  that  Athanafius  here  gives  of  the  preach- 
ing  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  is  taken  from 
the  difcourfe  of  the  apoftle  Paul  at  Athens,  which 
was  about  the  year  53,  after  Chrift^  and  indeed  at 
this  dme  the  gofpel  had  not  been  preached  to  any 
great  extent  among  the  Gentiles.  For  it  was  on 
dus  very  journey  that  this  apoftle  firft  preached  the 
gofpel  in  Macedpnia  and  Greece.    ' 

If,  according  to  Atl^nafius^  the  apoftolical  re- 
fcrvc  with  refpeft  to  tl^e  dpftrine  of  the  divinity  of 
Chrift  continued  till  this  time  (and  he  fays  nothing 
concerning  the  termination  of  it)  we  may  prefumc  that 
ibis  great  doftrioe,  fuppofing  it  to  have  been  known 

to 
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to  the  apoftles,  bad  not  been  publicly  taught  by  them^' 
till  very  near  the  time  of  their  difperfion  and  death ; 
and  then  I  think  it  mull  have  come  too  lacq  even 
from  them.  For  it  appears  from  the  book  of  Ads^ 
that  their  mere  auibmiiy  was  not  fufficient  to  over- 
bear the  prejudice^  of  their  countrymen.  At  leaft^. 
fuch  an  extraordinary  communication  of  a  dodrine^ 
of  which  they  had  no  conception,  mud  have  occa* 
fioned  fuch  an  alarm,  and  confttmationt  as  we  muft 
have  found  fome  traces  of  in  the  hiftory  of  the  A6ts 
of  the  apoftles.  It  could  not  have  been  received 
without  helitation  and  debate. 

If  we  can  fuppofe  that  the  apoftles  fome  time 
before  their  death,  did  commumcate  this  great  and 
uncxpe^ed  doftrine,  the  eSefts  of  fuch  conmiu- 
nication  muft  have  been  very  tranfienL  For  pre- 
fently  after  the  death  of  the  apoftles,  we  find  all  the 
Jewilh  Chriftians  diftinguiflied  by  the  name  of  Na^ 
zarenes^  or  EMoniUs^  and  no  trace  of  the  dodrine 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  among  them.  If  you  can 
produce  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  I  hope  you 
will  do  it.  It  certainly  behoves  you  to  do  it  if  you 
can  \  for  without  this,  you  will  hardly  make  it  ap- 
pear probable  that  the  apoftles  ever  communicated 
fuch  a  dodbrine  at  all. 

You  fay,  p.  25,  "  With  what  readinefs  the 
**  apoftles  led  their  catechumens  on  from  the  fin^ 
"  plcft  principles  to  the  higheft  myfteries  ;  of  this 
*^  confummate  ability  of  the  apoftles,  in  the  capa- 
*^  city  id   teacherst  Athanafius  fpeaks  with  due 

*•  conv* 
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*<  commendation.  Their  cauiion  he  never  nteil- 
**  tions.  On  the  contrary,  the  rapid  progrefs  of 
^*  their  inftrudtion,  how  they  pafled  at  once  from 
*^  the  detail  of  our  Lord's  iifc  on  earth,  to  the 
*•  myftcry  of  his  Godhead,  is  one  principal  branch 
**  of  his  encomium.  I  wi(h  that  Dr.  Priefliey  had 
*^  produced  thepaflagCt  in  which  he  thinks  the  apof- 
**  ties  are  taxed  with  caution." 

I  now  have  produced  the  pafiage,  and  have 
pointed  out  a  wordj  viz.  cvnfti,  which,  in  the  con- 
nexion in  which  it  (lands,  can  bear  no  othrr  fcnfc 
ihzn  caution^  and  great  caution  {uardLvaKKu  ^v9^iv^\ 
and  I  have  likewife  ihewn  from  the  whole  tenor 
of  the  difcourfe,  that  AthanaGus  could  have  in-- 
tended  nothing  elfe  than  to  defcribe  their  prudenccj, 
or  extreme  caution»  and  to  account  for  it.  He  evi- 
dently does  not  xeprefent  them  as  deferringtbe  com- 
munication of  the  doiftrineof  the  divinity  of  Chrift, 
on  account  of  its  being  more  conveniently  taught  af- 
terwards, as  part  of  a  fyftem  of  faith;  but  only  left 
itfliouid  have  given  oftence  to  the  Jews.  If  this 
Jkill  or  frudeme^  in  thefe  circumftances,  be  not  the 
fame  thing  with  caution^  I  do  not  know  what  is 
meant  by  caution. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  find  no  tczctof  rapidity m  this 
account  of  the  apoftles  condud.  All  that  approaches 
to  it  is  that,  immediately  after  any  mention  of  the 
humanity  of  Chrift  (which  he  fpeaks  of  as  neccffary 
on  account  of  the  Jewilh  prgudices)  he  fays 
the  apoftles  fubjoin  fome  cxpreflion  which  might 

have 
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have  kd  their  hearers  to  the  knowledge  of  hii 
divinity  i  but  the  inftances  he  produces  are  fuch  as 
plainly  confute  any  pretenfions  to  their  being  a 
difiinS  and  full  declaratioo  of  that  do£lrine. 

The  firft  infbncc  he  gives  us,  is  from  the  fpeech  of 
•iPctcr  to  the  Jews  on  the  day  of  Penticoft,  in 
which  he  fays.  Ads  iL  22.  '*  Te  men  cff  Ifraelf 
bear  tbefe  words.  J^fus  of  Nazareth^  a  man  ap- 
proved  of  God  among  youy  by  miracles  and  wonders 
and  Jignsi  '^bicb  God  did  by  bim^  in  tbe  pudji  vf 
ycu,  as  ye  yourfelvii  alfp  know*^  In  this  Athanafius 
acknowledges  that  F^ter  preached- llie  proper  hu- 
manity of  Chrift,  but  (ays  that  immediatefy^  after- 
wards (referring  to  his  difcourfe  on  the  cure  of  the 
lame  man  in  the  temple)  he  called  him  the  prince 
^f  lifcy  Afts  iii.  15.  And  killed  tbe  prince  of  lifei 
wbom  God  bath  rai fed  from  tbe  dead. 

Had  the  apoftle  meant  that  his  audience  ihould 
have  undcrftood  him  as  referring  to  the  divinity  of 
Chrift  by  that  exprcflion,  his  prudence  muft  have 
lafted  but  a  very  ftiort  time  indeed  ;  probably  not 
many  days.  If  therefore,  his  intention  was,  as 
Athanafius  reprefents  it,  to  preach  the  doftrine  of 
the  humanity  of  Chrift  in  tbe  firft  place^  and  not  to 
divulge  the  doftrine  of  his  divinity  till  they  were 
firmly  perfuaded  of  bis  Meffiabfbip^  he  could  not 
mean  to  allude  to  his  divinity  in  this  fpeech,  which 
was  addreffetl  not  to  the  believing,  but  to  the 
unbelieving  Jews.  At  kaft  he  could  only  have 
thought  of  doing  it  in  fuch  a  manner,  as  that  his 

hearers 
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Jiearers  might  afterwards  infer  the  dodrine  from  it. 
And  it  muft  have  required  great  ingenuity,  and 
even  a  ftrong  prepqffcflGon  in  favour  ot  ttie  divinity 
cf  Chrift  (the  reverie  of  which  this  writer  acknow- 
ledges) to  imagine  that  this  cxpreffion  of  prince  &f 
iife^  which  fo  eafily  admits  of  another  interpretation, 
had  any  fuch  reference.  Moreover,  in  all  the 
inftanccs  which  A  thanafius  produces  concerning  the 
condudt  of  the  apolties  in  this  refped*  from  the 
book  of  Ads,  he  does  not  pretend  to  find  one  in 
which  the  divinity  of  Chrift  is  diftinSly  preached^ 
though  he  quotes  four  paflages  in  which  his  huma- 
nity is  plainly  ipoken  ot\ 

When  all  thefe  things  are  confidered,  viz.  that 
Athanafius  acknowledged  that  it  required  great 
Ciutlon  in  the  apoftles  to  divulge  thedodrineof 
the  divinity  c^  Chrift,  and  that  the  gofpel  was 
preached  with  fucccfs  among  the  Gentiles,  while 
the  Jews  were  ignorant  of  it;  i:  can  hardly  be 
doubted  but  that  he  muft  him fclf  have  confidered 
the  Chriftian  church  in  general  as  unitarian,  in  the 
time  of  the  apoftles,  at  leaft  dll  near  the  time  of 
"didr  difpcrfion  and  death  *. 

*  Acc&rding  to  AthanafitiSj  the  Jews  were  ta  be  well 
grounded  in  the  belief  of  Jefui  beinj;  the  Chnft,  before  the j 
could  be  taoght  the  doflrine  of  hi^  divioiry.  Now  if  we  look 
imo  the  book  of  Afls,  we  fhiU  dearly  fee  that  they  had  not  goc 
beyood  the  fitik  Jeflbn  in  the  apollolic  ige  ;  the  greit  burden 
of  the  preaching  of  the  tpoHlea  being  to  perfoide  the  Jews 
ihit  Jtfiii  w«i  th  Chrift.  That  he  was  likewile  G^y,  they 
cvidentlf  left  to  their  fucccfTors^  who*  indeed ,  did  it  mofl 
cfiedtiilly,  though  it  required  a  long  courfc  of  lime  to  do  it. 

With 
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With  relpeft  to  Athanafius's  declared  opinion 
on  this  fubjed,  you  lay,  p.  21.  **  Now  in  this 
*^  piece  upon  the  orthodoxy  of  Dionyfius,  Atha- 
^  nafius  no  where,  I  confels,  denies  that  the 
^^  primidve  church  of  Jerufalem  was  uniurian ; 
^*  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  do  I  recoiled  that  Dr. 
••  Prieftfcy  hath  aflferted  it  in  any  part  of  his 
«•  Hiftory  of  Elearicity/'  Whether  in  myHiftory 
of  Eledlricity,  or  in  this  piece  of  Athanafius,  in 
which  he  gives  a  large  account  of  the  conduft  of 
the  apoftles  with  refpe^ft  to  their  preaching  the 
divinity  of  Chrift^  an  account  of  the  a&ual  effeil 
of  fuch  preaching  might  be  more  naturally  ex- 
pedted,  1  leave  to  our  readers.  I  fliould  have 
thought,  that  if  Athanafius  could  have  added,  that, 
notwithftanding  their  caution  in  preaching  this 
extraordinary  doftrine,  againft  which  he  acknow* 
ledges  the  Jews  had  the  ftrongeft  prejudices,  they 
neverthelefs,  did  preach  it  with  effeft,  and  that 
it  was  the  general  belief  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians  in 
their  time,  he  would  not  have  thought  it  at  all 
foreign  to  his  purpofe.  It  would  certainly  have 
favoured  his  great  objeA  in  writing  this  piece,  viz. 
the  vindication  of  Dionylius,  in  uflng  a  like  caution 
with  rtfpeA  to  the  Sabellians  ;  to  have  added,  tliat 
this  prudence,  or  caution,  was  not,  in  either  of 
the  two  cafes,  finally  detrimental  to  the  caufe  of 
truth.  I  therefore  confidcr  the  filcnce  of  Athanafius 
on  this  head,  as  a  negative  argument  of  fome 
weight  I  and  upon  the  whole  I  think  I  have  made 
it  appear  that  Athanafius  muft  have  fuppofed  that 
both  the  Jewifh  and  Gentile  churches  were  unitariaa 

in 
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in  the  time  of  the  apoftles,  at  leaft  he  enables  us 
to  infer  that  it  mud  have  been  ib ;  and  this  is  quite 
fufiicient  for  my  argument. 

That  AchanafiuS)  however,  fhould.ai^tualJy  con^ 
fider  the  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl»  as 
for  fome  time  unknown  to  the  generality  of  chrif* 
tians,  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles,  will  be  thought 
the  lefs  extraordinay^  when  it  is  obferved,  that»  like 
Tertullian,  he  acknowledged  the  unitarian  docr 
trine  to  be  very  prevalent  among  the  lower  clafs  oS 
people  in  his  own  time.  He  calls  them  the  01  ^^aaoi^ 
the  many,  and  defcribes  them  as  perfons  of  "  low 
'^  underftanding.  Things  that  are  fublime  and 
*^  difBcultj*'  he  fays^  ^<  are  not  to  be  apprehend^ 
"  ed,  except  by  faith^  and  ignorant  people  muil 
*^  fall  if  they  cannot  be  perfuaded  to  re&  in  faith, 
"  and  avoid  curious  queftioos^" 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  but  that  the 
doftrine  of  the  trinity  was  a  long  time  very  unpo* 
pular  with  the  common  people  among  chriftians  > 
and  this  is  a  fa£t  that  cannot  be  fatisfaflorily  ac« 
counted  for,  but  on  the  fuppofition  that  the  doc« 
trine  of  the  (imple  humanity  of.  Chrill  was  that 

7$a  auTttf  CK^a^ti  unav  CKaTriiffA  T¥(  ^oWout '  yiAhi^d,  tv( 
nhLTTrnfivm^  4Mpi  t%v  avnfiv .  To,  yeif '(4%ydt\4L  )^  J^vokata- 
KfivTA  rmf  nffdyyitLrm  mt^u  rn  vfo<  rov  ^^ov  kaiiCavitau 
O^fr  01  «rfpi  Tirr  ymsif  Ai'vvtiT^ifJhs  A'TroTiTTwiv,  u  fjLti 

i(xTf«T4dcei.  De  iBcarnadoiie  vcrbi  contra  Paulam  Stmofii* 
tenfem,  Opert.  toI.  i.  p.  591. 

£  which 
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ivhich--bad  been  handed  down  to  th^m  by  ttndi* 
tioD.frpm  tbc.apoftl^..  Ic.was^  not  thedoftrioe 
of  Ariua  that  Athanafiuft  is  here  complatniog  o(^ 
but'  that  of  Paulus  Samofatenfis^  who  was  a  pro- 
per unitariaoj  believing  that  Chrift  had  noexift- 

.  caoe  befbre'be  wu  bora  of  his  mother  Mary.  The 
great  popularity  of  Photinus,  at  und  after  this 
funej  fiiews' with  what  difficulty  the  common 
peofje  were  brought  off  from  this  do£trine ;  and 
alfo  the  confeffion  of  Auftin^  that  he  was  of  that 
opinion,  till  he  became    acquainted  with    the 

.  vriiN^  of  Plato*    ^  - 

It  is  nbt  from  Athanafios  alone  diat  we  are  In* 
formed  of  this  cautious  proceeding  of  the  apoftles, 
in  divuljpng  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift. 
^hryfoftom .  afcribes  the  fame  caution  both  to 
Chrift  himfelf,  atid  the  apoftles.  ''  One  reafon,*" 
he  fays,  5^  why  Chrift  faid  fo  little  oT  his  own  di- 
^  vinity,  WAs  on  accoOnt  tof  the  weaknefs  of  his 
^  auditors*  Whenever  he  fpake  of  himfelf  as 
^f  «ny  thing  more  than  man,  they  were  tumul<> 
«« tudusi  and  offended ;  but  when  he  ipake  with 
^*  humilicyi  and  as  a  man,  they  ran  to  him,  ahd 
*«  received  his  words  *.*•  Of:  this  he  gives  many 
•*  examples.  "  Our  Saviour,*'  he  fays,  «  never 
^  uught  his  own  divinity  in  exprefs  words,  but 
^only  byaffions,  leaving  the  fuller  expUcation 

^  ^  mm  rt  rag  ^fmorifuc  fynm$  ^/crt.frAfor,  t^ 

df^l^^Wp  mt^^mtiX^9  f^'f^.My^  iJ'hi^^^  HomiL 
^s.  VOL  L  p.  409.  , 

0.^         -^        ^  •  ^i^t 


■^ 
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*'  of  It  to  his  difciples.  IP',  fays  he,  "  they 
••  (meaning  the  Jews)  were  fo  much  offended  zt 
**  the  addition  of  another  law  to  their  former; 
**  much  more  muft  they  hare  been  with  the  doc- 
**  trine  of  his  divinity*;'* 

Chryfoftom  afcribes  the  fame  caution  to  the 
apoftles  on  this  fubjcA.  He  fays  that  they  con- 
cealed the  doctrine  of  the  miraculous  conception^ 
on  accounc  of  the  incredulity  of  the  Jews  with  re^ 
fpeA  to  it  I  and  that  when  they  began  to  preach 
the  gofpel,  they  infifted  chiefly  on  the  refurrec* 
tion  of  Chriftf-  With  refpeft  to  the  former  (and 
the  fame  may^  no  doubt,  be  applied  to  the  latter)  he 
fays  he  did  not  give  "  his  own  opinion  only,  but  that 
^'  which  came  by  tradition  from  the  fathers,  and 
^*  eminent  men.  He  therefore  would;  not  hav^ 
"  his  hearers  to  be  alarmed^  or  think  his  account 
"  of  it  extraordinary  J." 


Thus,  he  fays,  that  "  it  was  not  to  give  offence 
**  to  the  Jews,  that  Petef,  in  his  firft  fpeech  to  the 
'^  thcm»  did  not  fay  that  Cbrift  did  the  wonderful 

caput  Mat.  v.  Hon.  16.  vol.  vii.  p.  154. 
4  Mate.  Cap.  1.  Hom.  3.  vol.  Vii.  p.  to. 

iTt^numf  AvJ^fVf'    In  cap.  MKtt.  i.  Hom.  3«  vol.  vii.  p.  20. 
£  2  **  works 
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*'  works  of  which  he  fpakc^  but  that  God  did  them^ 
^^  by  him ;  that  by  (peaking  more  modeftly  he 
'<  might  conciliate  them  to  him&lf  ^.  The  (ame 
caution  he  attributes  to  him>  in  ''not  faying^ 
*'  that  Cbrifi,  but  that  God  fpake  by  the  mouth  of 
'*  his  holy  prophets^  that  by  thefe  means  he 
'<  might  bring  them  gradually  to  the  faith  f." 

I  cannot  help  obfcrring  how  extremely  improba-* 
ble  is  this  account  of  the  conduft  of  the  apoftlesi 
given  by  Athanalius^  Chryfoftomj  and  other  or* 
thodox  fathers  of  the  churchy  confidering  what 
we  know  of  the  charafter  and  the  inftru  Aions  of 
the  apoftlet.  They  were  plain  men>  and  little  - 
qualified  to  aft  the  cautious  part  here  afcribed  to 
them*  And  their  inftruftions  certainly  were  to 
teach  all  that  they  knew,  even  what  their  mailer 
communicated  to  them  in  the  greateft  privacy. 
Whereas,  upon  this  fcheme,  they  muft  have  fuf- 
fered  numbers  to  die  in  the  ignorance  of  the  mod 
important  truth  in  the  gofpel,  left,  by  divulging  it 
too  foon,  the  converiion  of  others  fliould  have  been 
prevented.  The  cafe  evidently  was  that  thefe  Fathers 
did  not  know  how  to  account  for  the  great  preva- 
lence of  the  unitarian  doftrine,  among  the  Gentiles 
aa  well  as  the  Jews,  in  the  early  ages  of  chriftianity, 

cap.  ii.  Horn.  6.  vol.  viii.  p*  491. 

t  Ov  hiytt  «9  wziv  0  Xf ir^,  aKK*  »v  t\A  hJ^^^v  0  ^^, 

DpifCA.    1^  ada  Apoftolof am  Horn.  9.  rol.  viii.  p*  5 1 1- 

but 
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but  upon  fuch  an  hypothcfis  as  this.    Lettheit' 
fucceflbrs  do  bcQcr,  if  they  can. 

This  obfervation  on  the  charadler  and  inftruAioni 
of  the  apoftleSy  mud  make  all  fuch  accounts  of 
their  conduA  ablbkitely  incredible,  with  refpeft 
to  every  doftrine  of  c^nfequence^  on  which  they 
coiild  not  but  lay  proportionable  ftrefs.  But  it 
may  perhaps  enable  us  to  account  for  the  ignorance 
of  the  Jews,  and  odier  early  chrifttans,  with  refpeSb 
td  matters  of  little  or  no  confequence,  on  which 
the  apoftles  did  not  ky  any  ftrefs,  and  for  lirhich 
reafbn  they  might  izj  little  or  nothing  about 
them,  as  for  inftance  with  reipeA  to  the  miraculous 
conception. 

In  our  Saviour's  fife  time  he  certainly  pafled  for 
the  fon  of  Jo&ph  with  the  Je^s  in  general.  The 
firft  difciples  wouM  tUfturally  adopt  die  fame  opi- 
nion ;  and  it  docs  not  appear  that  the  apoftfcs 
thought  it  a  matter  of  confequence  enough  to  fet 
them  right  with  refpeft  to  it.  For  there  is  no 
reference  whatever  to  the  miraculous  conception 
either  in  the  book  of  A£b,  or  in  any  of  the 
epiftles.  Indeed  that  do£trine  has  never  been 
thought  to  be  of  any  importance  in  itfclf\  Chrift 
being  as  properly  a  man  on  onjc  fuppofidon  as  on 
the  other.  It  is  therefore  only  of  importance  with 
refpefl  to  tlie  credit  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  as 
hiftorians,  and  that  not  with  refpcA  to  what  they  write 
from  their  own  knowledge^  but  only  as  to  what  they 
coUe&cd  from  others.  Whereas,  if  Chrift  was  not  a 
E  3  were 
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pure  man^  bpt  cither  truly  God^  or  the  maker  of  ibi 
world  under  God^  it  could  riot  but  have  appeared  to  be 
a  matter  of  the  greateft  confequence  in  the  fcheme  of 
fchriftianity  itfelf  i  and  the  apoftles  would  certainly 
have  taken  fqme  opportunity  of  inculcating  it,  with 
an  energy  fuitcd  to  its  importance.  We  may 
therefore  eafily  account  for  the  general  prevalence 
of  the  opinion  of  Chrift  being  the  fon  of  Jofeph, 
though  it  was  falfe  ;  but  it  is  abiolutely  impoflible 
to  account  for  tlie  general  prevalence  of  the  do£hine 
of  the  mere  humanity  of  Chriu,  on  the  fuppofition 
of  his  being  either  God,  or  the  maker  qf  the  world 
ynder  God»  and  confequently  or  his  being  known 
to  be  ib  by  the  apcitlcs^  I  may  perhaps  take  fome 
future  opportunity  of  making  fome  farther  obfer- 
rations  on  the  fubjeft  of  the  miraculous  conception  ; 
and  in  the  mean  time  the  Monthly  Rr^ic^xer  may 
be  indulging  his  conjectures,  and  preparing  hi^ 
exclamations  \  for  which  our  readers  will  likewile 
fc*  pmty  well  prepared. 

I  am,  &c« 


LETTEF 


f^ 
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Jn  argument  for  the  late  origin  of  the  doSrinp- 
of  the  divinity  of  Cbrijiy  from  the  difficulty  of 
tracing  the  time  in  which  it  wasfirfi  divulged. 

Dear  Sii^, 

I  CANNOT  difmifs  this  fubjeft  of  the  ftron^ 
prejudices  of  the  Je^s  in  general  in  favour  of 
their  Meffiah  being  merely  a  man  (thus  explicitly 
acknowledged  by  Athanafius,  Chryfoftom,  and 
odiers,  who  fay»  that  on  this  account  the  apollleg 
did  not  preach  the  doctrine  of  the  divipity  of 
Chrift  at  iirfl:,  but  only  after  the  people  were  latif« 
fied  with  refpe6):  to  Ms  Mefliahfhip}.  without  re^ 
quefting  your  opinion  with  refpeft  to  the  time  when 
this  great  fccret  of  Chrift  not  being  merely  a  man, 
but  the  eternal  God  himfelf,  or  the  maker  of 
heaven  and  earth  under  God,  was  communicatedi 
iirft  to  the  apoftles  themfelves,  and  then  by  them 
to  the  body  of  chriftians» 

You  cannot  fay  that  John  the  Baptlft  preached 
any  fuch  dodrine;  and  when  the  apoftles  firft; 
attached  themfelves  to  Jefus,  it  is  evident  they 
only  confidered  him  as  being  fuch  a  Meffiah  as  the 
reft  of  the  Jews  expefted,  viz.  a  man,  and  a  king^- 
When  Nathaniel  was  introduced  to  him  it  was. 
wideqtly  w  that  light,  John  \.  45.  Philip  findetk 
E  4  Nftthani^l^ 
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Natbamely  and  faith  unto  bim^  We  have  found  him 
of  whom  Mofis  in  the  law^  and  the  prophets^  did 
xvritCj  Jefus  of  Nazareth^  the  fonofj&fepb.  He 
had  then»  we  may  fuppofe,  no  knowledge  even  of 
the  niiraculous  conception. 

Now»  as  you  %»  p.  24.  that  *^  ChFift  was  fo 
*^  much  more  than  man^  that  his  being  found  in 
*^  fafhion  as  a  man  was  really  the  moft  extra- 
*'  ordinary  part  of  his  hiftory  and  charafteri" 
and  at  fi^  the  apofttes,  you  muft  alk>w»  were 
wholly  Ignorant  of  this  \  there  muft  have  been  a 
/iW,  wicbin  the  cottipafi  of  the  evangelical  hi(h>ry» 
when  this  moft  extraordinary  part  of  his  chara&er 
was  comntonicated  to  them.  Now  what  period  in 
the  go({7eI  laftory  caft  you  pitch  upon,  in  which 
you  Qzh  fuppofe  that  this  gireat  difcovery  was  made 
to  them  ?  What  traces  da  you  find  of  it  ? 

That  Jefas  was  even  the  Meffiab  was  divulged  with 
the  greaieOr  cautioni.  both  to  the  apoftles,  and  to 
the  body  of  the  Jews.  For  a  long  time  our  Lord 
faid  nothing  explicit  en  this  fubjeA,  but  left  his 
difciples,  as  well  as  the  Jews  at  large,  to  judge 
of  him  from  what  they  faw.  In  this  manner  only 
he  repEed  to  the  mefengers  that  John  the  Baptift 
fent  to  him. 

If  the  High-prieft  expreffed  his  horror,  by  rend- 
ing his  cioaths,  on  Jefus  avowing  himfelf  to  be  the 
Meftiah,  what  would  he  have  done  if  he  had  heard, 
or  fufpcdted,   that  he  had  made  any  higher  pre- 

tenfions  ? 


> 
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IS  i  And  if  he  had  made  them,  they  muft 

ranfpired*.     When  the  people  in  general  faw 

iraculous  works,   they  only  wondered  that 

hould  have  given  fo  much  power  to  a  man, 

ix,    8.    fHfen  the  multitude  faw  itj   tbey 

^Jedj  and  glorified  God^  who  bad  given  fucb 

unto  men ;  and  yet  this  was  on  the  occalion 

pronouncing  the  cure  of  a  paralytic  perfon, 

ing,  Thy  fins  he  forgiven  thee^  which  the 

%s  thought  to  be  a  blalphemous  prefumption. 

the  time  that  Herod  heard  of  luiti,  it  waft 
lured  by  fomc  that  he  was  Ellas,  by  others 
z  was  a  prophet,  and  by  fome  that  he  was 
rifcn  from  the  dead ;  but  none  of  them 
led  that  he  was  either  the  moft  high  God 
f,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  under  God. 
IS  not  fo  much  as  fuppofed  by  any  perfon 
Jcfus  performed  his  mighty  works  by  any 
^  power  of  bis  own  ;  io  far  were  they  from 
bing  that  he  was  the  God  who  had  fpoken 
:m  by  Mofe%  as  you  now  fuppofe  him  to 
)een. 

he  was  known  to  be  a  God  at  all  before  his 
»  it  could  only  have  been  revealed  to  his 
les,  perhaps  the  apoftles,  or  only  his  chief 
lants  among  them,  Peter,  James,  and  John* 
le  on  the  mount  of  transfiguration,  though 
ig  is  faid  concerning  it  in  the  hiftory  of  that 
ftron.  Certainly  what  they  faw  in  the  garden 
:thfemane  could  not  have  led  them  to  fufpeft 
4  any 


S8  LETTERS      TO 

any  fuch  thing.  But  if  it  had  ever  been  known  to 
Feter»  can  we  fuppofe  he  could  have  denied  him 
as  he  did  i  Befides^  as  our  Lord  told  them  there 
were  many  things  which  he  could  not  inform  them 
of  before  his  death»  and  that  they  (hould  know 
afterwards;  this  was  a  thing  fo  very  wonderful 
and  unfufpeAedy  that  if  any  articles  of  information 
were  kept  from  them  at  that  time,  ibis  muOr 
certainly  have  been  one. 

If  you  fuppofe  that  Thomas  was  acquainted 
with  this  moll  extraordinary  part  of  his  matter's 
charadlcr,  which  led  him  to  cry,  Mj  Lord  and  njy 
Gods  when  he  was  convinced  of  his  refurre6tion, 
as  he  was  not  one  of  the  tbree^  who  had  been 
cntrufted  with  any  fecrets,  it  muft  have  been  known 
to  all  the  twelve,  and  to  Judas  Ifcariot  among 
the  reft.  And  fuppofe  him  to  have  known,  and  to 
have  believed  that  Jefus  was  his  God  and  maker, 
was  it  poffible  for  him,  or  for  any  man,  to  have 
formed  a  deliberate  purpofe  to  betray  him  (Peter, 
you  may  fay,  was  taken  by  furprize,  and  was  in 
perfonal  danger)  or  if  he  had  only  heard  of  the 
pretenfion,  and  Iiad  not  believed  it,  would  he  not 
have  made  fome  advantages  of  that  impofition, 
and  have  made  the  difcovery  of  this,  as  well  4s  of" 
every  thing  elfe  that  he  knew  to  his  prejudice  ? 

If  you  fuppofe  that  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was 

unknown  to  the  apoftles  till  the  day  of  Penticoll  i 

belidcs  lofing  the  benefit  of  feveral  of  your  argu^ 

incBts  for  this  great  dofl^ne,  wluch  you  now 

'  carefully 
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fmfaWj  colled):  from  the  four  evangelifts,  we  hivp 
no  account  of  any  fuch  difcovery  having  been 
made  at  that  cime^  or  at  any  fubfequent  one* 
And  of  other  articles  of  illumination,  of  much  lefs 
confequence  than  this,  we  have  diflinA  information, 
9nd  al^  of  the  manner  in  which  they  imprefled  chenit 
This  is  particularly  |the  cafe  with  refpeft  to  the 
extenfion  of  the  b)eflings  of  the  gofpel  to  u^- 
drcumcifed  Gentiles.  But  what  was  this  article, 
to  the  knowledge  qf  th^ir  mafter  being  the  mod 
'    bighGpd? 

I       If  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  bad  been 

t    aftually  preached  by  the  apoftJes,  and  the  Jewiih 

I    converts  in  general  h^d  adopted  it,  it  could  not 

I    bat  have  been  well  known  tp  the  unbelieving  Jews  % 

i    and  woul<^  they,  who  were  at  that  time,  and  have 

I    been  ever  fince,  fo  exceedingly  zealous  with  refpeft 

to   the  dodrine    of  the  divine  unity,    not  have 

taken  the  alarm,  and  have  urged  this  objeftion 

to  chriftianicy,  as  teaching  the  belief  of  more  Gods 

than  one  in  the  apoftolic  age  ;  and  yet  no  trace  of 

any  thing  of  this  nature  can  be  perceived  in  the 

whole  hiftory  of  the  book  of  A&s,  or  any  where 

plfe  in  the  Nev  Teftament.  As  foon  as  ever  the  Jews 

had  any  pretence  for  it,  we  find  them  fufficiently 

quick  and  vehement  in  urging  this  their  great 

objeAton  to  chriftianity.    To  anfwer  the  charge  of 

holding  two^  or  three  Godsy  is  a  very  confiderable 

ardcie  in  the  writings  of  feveral  of  the  ancient 

chriftian  fathers.    Why  then  do  we  find  nothing 

ff  ^18  kind  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles?  The  only 

anfwey 
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anfwer  is»  that  there  then  was  no  occafion 
the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl  not  1: 
then  been  ftarted*. 

•  Confider^  Sir,  the  charge  that  was  adni 
againft  Peter  and  John  at  the  firft  ptomulgat 
the  gofpel.  You  will  find  it  amounts  to  m 
but  their  being  dilhirbers  of  the  people,  by  f 
ing  in  the  name  of  Jefus.  What  was  the  acci: 
iffaoA  Stephen  (Adb  vL  13O  but  his  fpt 
blafpbemaus  things  agasn/t  the  temple  and  the 
Accompany  the  apoftle  Paul  in  all  his  Q 
txA  attend  to  his  diibourfes  with  the  Jews  ii 
fynag^^ues,  and  their  perpetual  and  invc 
{^erfecudon  of  him,  you  will  find  no  trace  o 
ib  much  as  fufpefting  that  he  preached  : 
dhinity^  as  the  godhead  of  Chrift  nnift  ha 
peared)  and  always  has  appeared  to  tbem. 

In  the  year  58,  Paul  tells  the  elders  i 
ehurch  of  Epncfus  (Ads  xx,  17.)  that  be  b 
fmlei  /tf  declare  unto  tbem  the  whole  counfel  0^ 
We  may  be  confident,  therefore^  that,  if  I 
any  fuch  dodrine  to  divulge,  he  mufl:  have  1 
it  in  the  three  years  that  he  fpent  in  that  citj 

*  Athantfiiu  ftfongly  exprefles  this  objeAton,  ss  made 
Jews  0^  Gentiles,  to  the  incarnation  of  the  Ton  g 
thoagk  as  a  thing  that  was  gloried  in  by  Chriftians. 
"  Jews/*  fays  he,  **  reproach  as  for  it,  the  Gentile 
'*  at    it;    bat    we    adore    it."     Hi'    UvS'duoi    /xei 

De  lacarnatione  Verbi,  Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  53. 
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54  to  57  ;  and  as  the  unbelieving  Jews  were  well 
apprized  of  all  his  motions,  having  laid  wait  for 
him  on  this  very  journey  to  Jerufalem,  they  muft 
have  been  informed  of  his  having  taught  thi$ 
do£trine»  and  would  certainly  have  carried  the 
news  of  it  to  Jerufaleoij  where  many  of  them 
attended^  as  well  as  he^  at  the  enfuing  feaft  of 
Penticolt  But  if  we  attend  Paul  thither,  where  we 
have  a  very  particular  account  of  all  the  proceed^ 
ings  againft  him^  for  the  fpace  of  two  years^  we 
ihall  find  no  trace  of  any  thing  of  the  kind*  AH 
their  complaints  againft  him  fell  far  fhprt  of  this. 

What  was  the  occalion  of  the  firft  clamour  againft 
him?  Was  itnot,  Aftsxxi.  28.  xh^t  be  taught  all  meM 
every  where  againfi  the  people^  and  againft  the  law^ 
and  ag^nfi  the  temple^  and  that  he  had  hrangbt 
Greeks  into  it  f  Is  it  not  plain  that  they  had  no  more 
ferious  charge  againft  him  ?    Read  his  fpcech  to 
the  people,  his  defence  before  Felixi  and  again 
before  Agrippa ;  you  will  find  no  trace  of  hia 
having  taught  any  doArine  fo   offenfive  to  the 
Jews  as  that  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  muft  have 
been.    Confidering  the  known  prejudices,  and 
the  inveteracy  of  the  Jews,  no  reafonablc  man 
need  defire  any  clearer  proof  than  this,  that  nei^^ 
ther  Paul,  nor  any  of  the  apoftles,  had  ever 
taught  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  ae 
that  time  s  and  this  was  fo  near  the  time  of  the 
wars  of  the  Jews,  and  the  difperfion  of  that  peo- 
ple, that  there  was  no  opportunity  of  preaching 

it  with  effeft  afterwards. 

ConQder 
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Confider  alfo  thfc  conduft  odhcjfwiftf  cbriJUuHif 
who  had  ftrong  prejudices  againft  Paul,  as  wd 
find  in  this  part  of  his  hiftory ;  and  according  to 
Che  teftimony  of  all  hillorians,  they  retslined  thole 
prejudices  as  long  as  they  had  any  name,  and  after 
the  deftruftion  of  Jerufalem,  which  was  not  long 
after  the  clofe  of  the  hiftory  of  the  Afts,  no  tracef 
can  be  found  of  their  believing  any  fuch  doftrind 
as  the  divinity  of  Chrift.  Now,  though  their  en- 
mity to  Paul  continued,  and  they  never  confidered 
his  writings  as  canonical  fcripture,  yet  to  the  very 
lafty  their  objections  to  him  amounted  to  nothing 
more  than  his  being  no  friend  to  the  law  of 
Mofes. 

The  refemblance  between  the  charafter  of  the 
Ebionitcs,  as  given  by  the  early  chriftian  fathers^ 
and  that  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians  at  the  time  of 
PauPs  lad  journey  to  Jerufalem,  is  very  ftriking. 
After  he  had  given  an  account  of  his  conduCt,  to  tbd 
more  intelligent  of  them,  they  were  fatisfied  with 
it;  but  they  thought  there  would  be  great  diffi* 
culty  in  fatisfying  others.  *^  Thou  feeft>  brother," 
fay  they  to  him^  A6ts  xxi.  20.  *'  how  many  thou- 
•^  fands  of  Jews  there  are  who  believe,  and  they 
*'  are  all  zfcalous  of  the  law.  And  they  are  in- 
••  formed  of  thee,  that  thou  teacheth  all  the  Jews 
**  Who  are  among  the  Gentiles,  to  forfake  Mofes ; 
•*  faying  that  they  ought  not  to  circumcife  their 
**  children>  neither  to  walk  after  the  cuftoms. 
"  What  is  it  thelreforc?  The  multitudes  muft  needs 
"  come  together^  for  they  will  hear  that  thou  art 

y  come 
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"  come.  Do  therefore  this,  that  we  fay  to  thee* 
"  We  have  four  men  who  have  a  vow  on  them* 
^*  Them  take  and  purify  thyfclf  with  them«  and 
^*  be  at  charges  with  them,  that  they  may  fhav« 
*'  their  heads,  and  all  may  know  that  thofe  things 
"  whereof  they  were  informtrd  concerning  thee 
*'  are  nothing,  but  that  thou  thyfelf  alfo  walked 
"  orderly  and  kecpeft  the  law."  So  great  a  re-: 
femblance  in  fome  things,  viz.  their  attachment 
to  the  law,  and  their  prejudices  againft  Paul,  can- 
not but  lead  us  to  imagine  that  they  were  tho 
fame  in  other  relpefts  alfo,  both  being  equally 
zealous  obfervers  of  the  law,  and  equally  ftrangers 
to  the  dodlrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift^  And  in  . 
that  age  all  the  Jews  were  equally  zealous  for  the 
great  doctrine  of  the  unify  of  God,  and  their  pecu-' 
liar  cufioms.  Can  it  be  fuppofed  then  that  i!hey 
would  fo  obftinately  retain  the  one,  and  fo  readily 
abandon  the  other  ? 

Thefe  confi^erations  (and  much  more  might 
be  added  to  enforce  them)  certainly  aSedb  the 
credibility  of  Chrift  having  any  nature  fuperior 
to  chat  of  man ;  and  when  they  are  fufficiently 
attended  to  (as  I  fufpedt  they  never  have  been)  muft 
fhake  the  Arian  hypothefis ;  but  they  muft  be  par« 
ticularly  embarrafling  to  thofe  who,  like  you, 
maintain  the  pcrfeft  equality  of  the  Son  to  the. 
Father. 

Confiderations  of  this  kind,  if  they  occur  to 
him,  no  perfon,  who  thinks  at  all,  can  ab(b}utelf 

neglcft^ 
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negleft,  fo  as  to  fatisfy  himfelf  with  having  no 
hypothcfis  on  the  fubjcft.  You  certainly  find  the 
apoftles^  as  well  as  the  reft  of  the  Jews,  without 
any  knowledge  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  with 
whom  they  lived  and  converfcd  as  a  man ;  and  if 
they  ever  became  acquainted  with  it,  there  muft 
have  been  a  time  when  it  was  either  difcovered  by 
them,  or  made  known  to  them  ;  and  the  cfFe&s  of 
the  acquifitlon,  or  the  communication  of  extraordi- 
nary knowledge,  arc  in  general  proportionably 
confpicuous. 

Had  we  had  no  written  hiftory  of  our  Saviour's 
lifej  or  of  the  preaching  of  the  apoftIes,or  only  fome 
,  very  concife  one ;  ftill  fo  very  extraordinary  an 
article  as  this  would  hardly  have  been  unknown^ 
or  have  paflcd  unrecorded  j  much  lefs  when  the 
hiftory  is  fo  full  and  circumftantial  as  it  is. 

Had  there  been  any  pretence  for  imagining 
that  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time  had  any  know- 
ledge of  the  do6trinc  of  the  trinity,  and  that  they 
cxpcfted  the  fecond  pcrfon  in  it  in  the  charaftcr 
of  their  Meftiah,  the  queftion  I  propofe  to  you 
would  have  been  needlefs.  But  nothing  can  be 
more  evident  than  that,  whatever  you  may  fancy 
with  rcfpeft  to  more  ancient  times,  every  notion 
of  the  trinity  was  obliterated  from  the  minds  of 
the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  only  a  curious,  but  a  fcrious  and  important 
QMeftioD,  WbiH  V)a$  it  iniraJuced^  and  iy  what 
fifps  f .  1  have  anfwered  it  on  my  hypothefis  of  its 

being 


ma  do^qe;!  do  yaw  ih^^Smi^  ^09  your  vii»  of 
its  b^B|(4n  dSieotial  pan  of  it. 

I  am^  &c. 


i^MlBtl 
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Cf  .fit  perfotd^oHm  tf  the  tf^(Hf 

Dear  Sir, 

HA V I  N  G  confidered  aU  that  ytm  tavf 
advanced  coDoerning  the  aDtk)uHy  4)tf  ihe 
luM&rian  doftrioe^  I  pjiooeed  to  attend  to  vfjtm 
jfDU  obicrve  <x>nceming  the  ffrfanifoatm  »f  tht 
L^M  by  the  {JaconiziDg  €bnftians :  &a^  that  jo^any 
of  them  did  pbtonize  your  ace  &r  from  dftnying. 
**  If/*  you  lay,  p.  50.  •*  jhe  bath  fucceedcd  no 
•*  better  in  the  proof  of  his  third  affertion,  con- 
<«  cemtDglhe  :platonic  chriftians  i>f  the  fecood  age^ 
^  the  iov«QjEors,  as  be  would  have  it,  of  our  Lord'a 
^,  divinity  (that  the  divinity  which  they  fet  up 
^  was  only :  of  the  iecqndary  fort,  which  was 
^  admitted  by  the  Arvins,  inqluding  neither  eter- 
^^  nty  nor  .any  pri^^p^  nec^flity  oi  «iiftence  i  having 
^  iheniere  name  of  divinity,  without  any  thing  of 
^  the  seal  fqrai :  }ji  the  proof  of  this  ;hicd,  aQertion 
««  ^idd  .b?  .fpuqd  itbi  be  equally  inton  w;^h  that 

F  *f  of 


|6  LETTERS      TO 

^^  cf  the  other  two,  Ihs  notion  of  the '{pradual 
^  piQgrc&  of  opinions  from  the  mere  Unitarian 
*^  doftrine  to  the  Arun,  and.irom  the  Arian  doc<^ 
*'  trine  to  the  Athanafian  ^th,  muft  be  deemed  a 
••  mere  dream  or  fi&bh  In  every  part." 

In  the  firit  place!  jguft  fet  you  right  with 
refpeA  to  my  own  idea,  which  you  have  totally 
milconceived,  though  you  have  undertaken  to 
refute  it,  stnd  this  ftrange  miftake  ci*  your^s  runs 
through  the  whole  of  your  work.  Thofe  platoniung 
chriftiaqs  Jwrho  jperfonified  the  Logos  were  not  An* 
ani  I  fof  their  Logos  was  an  attribute  of  the  Father, 
and  not  any  thing  that  was  created  of  nothing,  as 
the  Arians  held  Chrift  to  have  been.  It  is  well  known> 
us  Bcaufobrc  obferves,  that  they  were  not  Arians, ' 
but  the  orthodox,  that  platonized.  Conftandnc, 
as  1  have  obferved,  vol,  ii.  ,p^  488.  in  his  oradon 
CO  the  fathers  of  the  counoil  of  Nice,  fpeaks  in 
commendation  of  Plato,  as  having  taught  thd  doc« 
trin^  of  a  fecond  God,  derived  from  the  fupreme 
God,  and  fubfervient  to  lus  wtll. 

Amohg  the  proofs  of  the  origin  of  the  Son, 
accdrdinfg  to  the  ciEffly  orthodox  writers,  I  firft 
quoted  a  pafikge  in  Athenagoras,  which  you  tranf- 
!at6  foniewhat  difRrrendy  from  me  -,  but  not  fo 
as  to  affe£fc  my  conclufion  frotn  it.  Forheevi* 
dentty  aflfcrts  that  the-  Logos  was  eternal  io  God 
ohF^'^c&afe  God  was  always-  ^•yuCQ-f  rati^tat^ 
^hi2h^''&6rely  excludes  proper  ^perToaificatbn. 
See  Ariiirii^Bonk,.'p;''8a.    Cin  leaibn}  as^  ic^exifts 

in 
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in  man,  be  called  a  perfon,  merely  becaufe  maii  h 
z  rational  h6ng! 

BeiSdes,  this  is  the  only  one  of  all  mf  authorities 
thdt  you  have  thought  proper  to  examine ;  whereas 
there  are  others  which  you  have  overlooked  fd 
plain  and  determinate,  that  it  is  impofllble  for  you 
to  interpret  them  otherwife  than  I  have  done ;  as 
they  evidently  imply,  that  it  depended  upon  the 
Father's  will;  that  the  Logos  (hould  have  a  proper 
perfoniBcation^  and  become  a  Son>  with  itfpeA  to 
him.  The  paflages  which  I  have  quoted  from 
Tertullian  and  LaAantius,  vol.  i.  p.  28.  whole 
orthodoxy  you  cannot  queftion^  I  call  upon  you 
particularly  to  confiden 

There  is  a  paflage  in  Tertullian  which  (hewi 
how  ready  the  platonizing  Chriftiaiis  were  to  reyert 
to  the  idea  of  an  attribute  of  God  in  ttieir  ufe  of 
the  word  Logos.  '^  We  have  faid  that  God  made 
^Vthe  uhiverfe  by  his  wordj  reafoUy  and  power  % 
*^  and  it  appears  that  among  your  philofophers 
**  alfo,  the  Logos^  that  is,  jpeech  and  rtafon^  was 
**  the  maker  of  the  univerfc*  For  this  Zeno  fup- 
«*  pofcd  to  be  the  maker  and  dilpofcr  of  all  things^ 
^^  that  the  fame  is  called  fate^  and  Cod^  and  thr 
**  mind  of  Jupiter^  and  the  neeeffity  of  all  things  •." 

^  Jam  ediximus  Deam  univerfitatem  hanc  ihundi  ve>bo, 
^trattone,  ec  virtute  molitum.  Apud  veftros  quoque  fapientes, 
h»you  i^  ^  fecinoncm»  acque  rationem»  conftat  arti£cem' 
▼ioeri  oniverfittda.  lianc  enim  Zeno  dcterxninat  fa^tatorein^ 
^teondtia  (brpofidone  formsverit ;  eundem  et  fatum  vocari, 
«t  deoDit  et  tnironm  }w\%,  et  nccdfitacem  omniucn  rerum. 
AfologeticuaA  fcCV.  xxi.  p.  19.  ^ 
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The  PhtfaniC  trinity,  at  leaft  the  fetond  perfon  in 
it,  probably  had  its  ori^n  in  perfonification ;  and 
in  this  the  Chriftians  were  too  ready  to  follow  them^ 
by  tbnverting  the  Lbgos  of  Sl  John  into  ^  proper 
Jpcrfon, 

You  acknot^rledge,  p.  56.  that  thefe  writers  pla* 
tbnized,  tod  this  you  iay  was  common  to  Athe- 
iiagofas,  and  th«n  all.  •*  If  any  thing,"  you  fay* 
J).  56,  "  be  juftly  reprehenfible  in  the  notions  of 
•*  the  pliatonic  chriftians,  it  is  this  conceit,  which 
**  feems  to  be  comitK)n  to  Athenagoras,  with 
**  thfcm  All,  and  is  a  key  to  the  meaning  of 
**  tnany  obfcure  paflkges  in  their  Writings  s  that  the 
•'  external  difplaj  of  the  fowtrs  of  the  fon  in  tht 
•*  bufinefs  of  creation,  is  the  thing  intended  in  the 
*•  fcripturc  language,  under  the  figure  of  his  gene^ 
**  ration ;  a  conceit  which  feems  to  have  no  certain 
*•  foundadon  in  holy  Writ,  and  no  atithority  in  the 
••  opinions  and  the  doiftrines  of  the  preceding 
•'  age  \  and  it  feems  to  have  betrayed  fome  of  thofe^ 
•*  who  were  the  moft  wedded  to  it,  into  the  ufe  of 
•*  a  very  improper  language  j  as  if  a  new  relation 
•*  had  taken  place  betNvcen  the  firft  and  the  fecond 
•«  perfon,  when  the  creative  powers  were  firft  cx- 
«  crtcd/' 

You  add,  after  apologizing  for  the  conduft  of 
the  platonizing  fathers,  **  the  converfion  of  an  attrb* 
*•  buic  into  a  perfon,  whatever  Dr.^ieftley  may 
^*  imagine,  is  a  notion  to  which  the/ were  entire 
'*  ftnmsen.*'     I  anfwer  that  it  is  not  poflible^ 
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either  by  the  ufe  of  pldn  words,  or  figures,  to  o^prcfi 
this  notion,  to  which  you  fay  they  were  entire 
ftrangers,  more  clearly  than  they  do.    For,  accord* 
ing  to  the  moit  definite  language  a  man  can  ufc, 
the  Logos,  as  exifting  in  the  father,  prior  to  th^ 
creation,  was,  according  to  them,   the  fame  thing 
in  hin)  that  reafou  is  in  many  which  is  cenainly  no 
pin>per  ferfoH^  di^ngui(hab}e  from  the  man  himr 
Ulf.    Will  you  fay  that  the  man  is  one  perfon  or 
thing,  and  his  r^fiii  another^  not  comprehended 
'm  (he   manf    In   like  mani>er  it  is  impolfible 
not  to  infer  from  the  unifprrp  language  of  thefe 
writers,  th^ti  according  to  their  ideas,  there  was 
nothing  in,  or  belonging  to  the  Son,  originaliy, 
but  what  was  neceilarily  contained  in  what  they 
exprefs  by  (he  term  Father.    I  will  add,  that  if 
this  was  not  the  orthodoxy  of  the  age,  there  w^s  OQ 
orthodoxy  in  ic 

Thdt  the  Lffj^os  of  the  Father,  the  lame  that  con^^ 
fituted  the  kcond  perfon  in  the  trinity,  exa^ily 
correiponded  to  the  Logos,  or  reafon,  or  word  of 
naa,  was  the  ide^  of  Athanafius  himielf.    Hav« 
ing  fpoken  of  the  Father,  as  called  th?  only  God^ 
becaufc  he  only  is  unbegotten,  AytvynT©-,  and  the 
fountmn  of  deityt  'vv^v  ^i^lnr^.  and  of  the  fon  as 
only  God  of  Godj  ^*^  tic  ^i^c;,  he  fays,  in  anfwer  to 
tf)e  queftion,  how  this  Logos  can  become  a  perfon 
in  God,  when  it  does  not  fo  in  man  ;  **  The  word 
^  conceived  in  the  mind  of  man  does  not  become 
^  J9M  of  man,  fmce  it  does  not  live,  or  fubfift  1 
^^  but  is  only  ^e  notion  of  a  living  and  fiibfifting 

F  3  "  heart. 
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^*  heart.  When  it  is  pronounced  it  has  no  conti^ 
^^  nuance,  and  being  often  uttered,  does  not  re-: 
**  main.  Whereas  the  pfaknift  lays  the  IVord  of 
^*  tbi  Lord  remainetbfor  ever^  and  the  cvangelifi 
^  agrees  with  him,  &c*." 

*  «^  On  thi?  fubjeft,''  you  fey,  p.  58.  «  it  is  but 
••  iuftice  to  Dr.  Prfeftlcy  to  acknowledge,  what 
*•  indeed  he  ought  to  have  acknowledged  for  Wm- 
**  felf,  that  in  this  mifinterpretation  of  thepktonic 
^?  fathers,  he  is  not  originkl :  that  he  hath  upon 
•'  his  fide  the  refpeftable  authority  df  two  Ytrf 
^  eminent  divines  of  the  Roman  church,  Peuvius 
♦•  and  Hucdus.*'  Of  this,  I  affure.  you.  Sir,  I 
was  quite  ignorant;  but  I  fee  no  reaibn  to  be  afhamed 
of  fuch  company,  or  of  any  company,  in  the  caulc 
of  trutl^.  • 

That  any  mere  external  difplay  of  power Sy  as  you 
%5  P-  57-  Should  ever  be  texmtA  geturatioKj  is  fo 
improbable  from  its  manifeft  want  of  analogy  to 
any  thing  that  ever  was  called  generation  before  or 
fince ;  that  fuch  an  abufe  of  words  is  not  to  be 
fuppofcd  of  thefe  writers,  or  of  any  perfon,  with* 

Mrtff  Tov  \0y09  of<oAfl>«r.  0  £ifde^>eAinfi«  &c*    De  Bteram 
,  fiibflamia  ^liift  &c*  coam  SAbcUii  Gregiles,  Ope/a,  toL  i. 
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out  veiy  pofidve  proof;  sac  zz  dcs  czE^  idc  a5* 
vance  noching  but  a  hjot  coqicccjxs,  driirus^ 
tfir  tfaiog  chat  can  give  k  &  cukxs:  of  praoLSLZT. 

If  the  Logos  had  had  a=  a^jzl  ^r^  VuJ  tx:krx^i 
with  all  its  proper  and  ipsrsrs  p^^'wc^  ^caa  H 
ctcnuty,  bow  cxxild  he  De  Uid  li  bt  inif^Lztiy 
vfacD  he  only  emiBd  thoib  pavers  22  «  parr^r^.^ 
way  ?  For  fince,  acoofciag  m  roar  kypaCK^  be 
was  always  an  iiarliignt  prrfca  frac  oe  beg2>* 
mng,  he  mutl  bare  exaax:  ias  ^-y»">rt^Ty"  iir-,^ 
ties  in  fome  way  or  odrr  from  aii  ctenzry,  as  moA. 
as  the  £uher  himfeif ;  and  wai  the  1  ■riikjii  cf  the 
£Ki2hieB  of  the  Father  is  the  creaLcc  cf  ibe  '^ji'iz. 
ever  called  tf  generatiin  cf  ibc  fs;c-er^  cj  Hjoc 
who  fuppofed  creacioQ  tc  be  a  wcrk  of  Lis,  psr- 
formcd  in  time,  an^r  the  Iq^je  cf  m  tcsnlrj^  3 
which  DOthing  had  been  cxrssed  r  Ai£l  yc:,  accccd- 
iog  10  yout  this  ^wigiBigp  muSt  hare  been  cqaaBy 
proper  with  icfpe&  to  the  Father,  as  whh  rdpcdt 
10  the  Spn,  boi  having  xtn  ircL^z'^ji  zK^izsi^ 
bom  all  ctemi^)'. 

"  You  lay,"  p.  52.  ••  aaer  all  that  Dr.  PrltiLey 
<(  haihwiitzen  about  the  ideichiancr  Lei^sea  the 
**  ccdefiafiical  and  the  plaiooJc  tRninr,  he  hs&  yez^ 
"  it  ieeiiis»  to  kani,  chat  a  crteztd  Id/giz^  a 
^  Logos  which  had  crer  nor  n'f^rsS  was  xm  kfi 
«  an  abfurdity  in  the  acaderr.j,  thaa  i:  is  as  ir:pje:y 
^  in  the  church.  Toe  cosvcra  mxn  fidrcnffn: 
M  muft  lave  renounced  thrlr  pbijoibpcy  bescct  v^ 
^  could  be  tic  authors  ox  i^  ahford,  this  rjcc- 
F  4  f^&roQi 
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^  ftroDS  opirnon.  A^  the  notion  diat  dife  dofhnne 
^^  took  its  fiie  with  them  betrays  a  total  ignor** 
aacc  of  the  gcmUne  priociples  of  their  i^ool, 
it  is  eafy  to  forefee  that  the  aiguments  brought 
<*  in  fuppon  <^  it  can  only  be  founded  b  giols 
u  miibonftrudion  of  tbdr  language/' 

J  To  this  I  can  only  (ay  that  your  difcover  a  total 
ignoiance  of  what  I  have  afifertcdt  and  I  do  not  know 
how  to  apttik  mykU  more  intelligibly  than  I  have 
done.  I  have  no  wbere  iaid,  or  fuppofed,  that  ei- 
tbdr  the  Platoniftsy  or  the  platonizing  chriftianst 
held  that  the  Logos  was  created^  or  that  it  had 
cternotesdfted  }  but  cmly  that^  wheteask  was  on* 
ginally  hodiing  moit  than  a  property  of  the  divine 
mindj  it  aflumed  a  feparate  pcrfonal  charaAer  in 
time.  The  Logos  of  the  Platonifts  had,  in  their 
opinion,  always  had  a  perfonal  exiftence,  becaufe 
Plato  fuppofed  creation  to  have  been  eternal )  but 
this  was  not  the  opinion  of  the  platonizing  chrif- 
cians,  .Who  held  that  the  world  was  not  eternal  \ 
and  therefore,  retaining  as  much  of  platonifm  as 
was  confident  widi  that  doctrine,  they  held  that 
there  was  a  time  when  the  Father  was  alme^  and 
without  a  Ion  i  his  Logos  or  reafon  being  in  all  that 
rime  the  fame  thing  in  him  that  reafon  now  is  in 
man  I  and  of  this  I  have  produced  abundant  tyir- 
dence. 

I  cannot  clofe  tins  letter  on  the  perfonijitatiu  of 
tht  Lalj^bSj  without  making  fome  oblervations  relat-^ 
Ing  to  the  fitfl  account  we  have  of  it. 

^^  That 
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That  Chrift  had  a  proper  permanent  pre-exiftence, 
88  the  I^gos  ^f  tbi  Father^  firll  diftinAIy  appean 
in  the  writings  of  Juftiii  Martyr ;  and  from  his  la- 
bouring the  pdnt  io  much  as  be  does,  and  eipe« 
dally  fix>m  his  providing  a  retreat,  in  cafe  he  fhould 
not  be  able  to  prove  it,  it  is  moft  probable  that 
he  was  the  firft  who  ftarted  it.  However,  he  alfo 
mentions  a  different  opinion  on  the  fubjed,  which 
probably  preceded  his  own,  and  paved  the  waf 
for  it ;  and  this  was  not  very  remote  Arom  tho 
unitarian  doftrine. 

It  was,  that  the  emiflion  of  die  Logos,  ts  a 
perlbn,  was  an  occaHonal  things  and  intended  to 
anfwer  particular  purpofes  only ;  after  which  it 
was  abforbed  mto  the  divine  elfence  again.  On 
this  icheme  the  Logos  might  have  been  a  real 
perfon  firft  at  the  crearion  of  the  worlds  and^tg^in 
whea  it  waa  employed  ia  ite  divine  intercourib 
with  the  patriarchs,  and  th£  children  of  Ifrael,  in 
the  intervals  of  which  it  might  have  been  deprived 
of  its  perfonality ;  and  laftly,  have  recovered  it  at 
the  birth  of  Chrift,  and  have  retained  it  ever  after. 
Whereas,  the  opinion  of  Juftin  was,  that,  after  the 
firft  emiflion  of  the  LogpB,  at  the  creation  of  the 
worldt  it -was  never  again  abforbed  into  the  divine 
eflence. 

"  There  are,*'  fays  he*  (to  abridge  what  he  fays 
on  tWs  fubjed)  "  I  know,  who  arc  of  opinion, 
«*  that  the  power,  J^vPAfu^,  which  proceeded  from 

*  Dialogi  part  reconda^  Edit.  Thirlb/,  p,  412. 

««  the 
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V  the  Father  of  all,  and  appeared; -co  Mpfa^ 
'«'  or  to  Abraham,  or  to  Jacob,  and  which,  ia 
^^  different  circun>ftances,  was  called  an  4$fgel^  9 
*>  gioryy  or  a  man,  remained  a  power  infeparable 

V  fi'om  the  Fathjcr*,  ji^ft  as  a  beam:  of  light  |s 
^  infeparable  from  the  fun  f,  which  is  i;n  the  h^-^. 

V  yens,  and  which,  when  it  fets,-  ip  carries  along; 
^*  with  it.    Thus  the  Fatl)er,  whenever  he  pleafes, 

.  ^  they  %,  makes  thi^  power  to  come  put  of  him«r 
«  i^fPT'iJ^fi  and  ivb^never  he  wills,  he  cal|s  it 
*^  b^d^  into  himfelf  again.     And  ii>.  the  (ame- 
^  manner  they  fay  hie  m^es  angels.    But  that 
f5  ang^s  are  permanent  .beings,  I  have  already 
*5  Ihewn  ;  and  that  this  power,  which  the  propheci 
^^  call  God^  and  an  tingelj  is  not  like  a  beam  of 
^^  light,  but  remains  numerically  diftinA  from  its 
f^  iburce,  I  have  (hewn: at  large;  obfervingthab 
f^  this  power,  J'vfApun  is  produced  by  the  powec 
«^  and  will  of  the  Father,  but  not  fo  as  that  the 
^*  Father  lofes  any  thing  by  its  emiflibn,  but.  as 
«  one  fire  is  lighted  by  another — -It  is  called  Lord 
**  in  the  hiftory  of  the  deftrudion  of  Sodom,  and 
•«  rmned  fire  from  that  Lord  who  was  in  heaveo, 
•«  and  who  was  the  Lord  of  that  Lord  who  was 
«<  on  earth,  as  his  Father,  and  God^  being  the 
«•  caufe  of  his  being,  of  his  being  powerful,  and* 
«*  of  his  being  Lord,  and  God  if." 

^  f  A  beam  of  light  was  then  imagined  to  be  fciniethipg 
connefled  with  the  fun,  and  not  matter  emitted  from  hixiiy 
and  not  returning  to  him. 

it  0(  j^  TV  ex/  yn^  Kvpiv  Kvpi&»  iuv  ui  vctji/if  :|^  ^^  aiV/O* 
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We  fee  in  this  paflage  in  how  plaufible  a  manner^i 
and  how  little  likely  to  alarni  men  of  plain  under- 
flandings,  was  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chr\&^ 
as  it  was  firft  propofed.  At  firft  it  was  nothing 
more  than  the  Jivine  potver^  occafionally  perfo* 
nified  (a  fmall  ftep  indeed,  if  any,  from  pure  unita- 
riamfm)  and  afterwards  acquiring  permanent  perlbn- 
ality ;  but  ftill  dependent  upon  the  will  of  God, 
fix>m  whence  it  proceeded,  and  intirely  fubfenrient 
to  him ;  which  was  very  different  from  what  is  now 
conceived  conceimng  the  lecond  pcrfon  ia  d^ 
trinity. 

lam^  &a 
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Confiderations  relating  to  the  doStrine  df  tbi^ 
Trinity. 

Dear  Sir, 

I  CANNOT  help,  in  this  place,  making  a  few 
remarks  qn  ibme  of  your  pbiervations  widi 
refped  to  the  doftrine  of  the  trinityy  your  ideas 
of  which  appear  to  be  thofe  which  are  commonly 
termed  ^ifefff^^M;  implying  a  perfeft  equality 
ip  all  the  three  pqfons.  Indeed,  as  a  ftrenuous 
ylvQcate  for  (he  (hufch  of  England,  they  can  be 

Roo^her. 
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I. 

«  The  advantage,"  you  %»  p.  69.  "  to  be 
<•  cxpcfted  froip  thcfe  deep  rcfearche^,  is  not  any 
^^  infight  into  the  mimner  in  wbkb  the  three  divine 
^  perfona  are  united  % «  knowledge  which  is  indeed 
^^  too  high  for  a  man»  perhaps  for  angels  1  which 
**  in  our  prefent  condition  at  leaft  ia  not  to  be 
^  attdnedt  and  ou^  not  to  be  fought.  But  that 
^^  juft  apfkrefaenfion  of  the  chiiftian  doftrine,  which 
^^  will  (hew,  that  it  is  not  one  of  thofe  thinga 
««  that  *  no  miracles  can  prove*  will  be  the  ceruin 
*•  fruit  of  the  ftudi^^  recommended.  They  will 
**  lead  us  to  fee  the  fcripture  dodrine  in  its  true 
*^  light :  that  it  is,  an  imperfeft  difcovery,  not  a 
•*  contradidlion." 

A  contradiHiGn^  you  acknowledge,  p.  67.  is  that 
••  a  part  is  equal  to  the  whole,  or  that  the  fame 
*^  thing,  in  the  fame  refpe&,  is  at  the  fame  tiipe 
**  one,  and  many,"  This  you  admit  that  nothing 
can  prove,  **  No  teftimony,"  you  fay,  **  that  a 
**  contradiftion  /V,  fhould  be  allowed  to  over- 
•*  power  the  intuitive  convi&ion  that  it  cannot  be. 
*•  An  enquiry,  therefore,  into  the  reafonablenefs  of 
••  our  faith,  as  well  as  juft  views  of  its  hiftory, 
**  is  of  great  importance.*' 

Now  I  aflc,  wherein  does  the  Athanafian  doArint 
of  the  trinity  differ  from  a  contradiAion,  as 
you  have  deBned  it?   It  aflerts,  in  eflfeft,  thai 

nothing 
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DOthing  is  wanting  to  either  the  Father,  the  Son, 

or  the  Spirit,  to  conftitute  each  of  them  trulj  and 

properly  God ;  each  being  equal  in  etermty,  an^ 

afl  divine  perfections ;  and  yet  that  thele  three,  are 

not  three  Gods^  but  only  vm  God.     They  are, 

therefore,  both  me  and  numj  in  the  fame  refpeAy 

'ytz.  in  each  bdng  perfea  God.    This  is  certainly  as 

much  &  tontradidion  as  to  fay  that  P^ter,  James, 

iuid  Joho,  having  each  of  them  every  thing  ilpc  is^ 

fequifite  to  conftitute  a  cotnpkte  man,  are  7et,C 

all   together,  not  ihreie  men^  but  only  om  mm.  J 

For  the  ideas  annexed  to  the  words  God,  or  man^ 

cannot  make  any  difference  in  the  nature  of  the 

two  propofitions.    After  the  council  of  Nice,  there 

arc  inftanccs  of  the  do£lrine  of  the  trinity  being 

explained  in  this  very  manner.     The  fathers  of 

that  age  beinjg  particularly  intent  on  ^Mferving 

(he  full  equality  of  the  three  perfons,  they  entirely 

loft  fight  of  their  proper  unify.     And  explain  this 

doftrine  as  you  will,  one  of  thefe  tlungs  muft  ever 

be  facrificed  to  the  other. 

II. 

Nocwidiftanding  ^hac  I  have  quoted  from  you 
above,  you  ktm  fO  countenance  fome  fort  df 
explanation  of  -the  xioArine  of  the  srinity.  **  The 
**  &nfe"  [vift.  of  Athenagoras]  you  iky,  p.  55. 
^  is  chat  the  peribnal  exiftence  of  a  divine  Logos 
^  U  Impfied  in  the  very  idea  of  a  God.  And 
^^  the  argument  refts  on  a  principle  which  wHs 

••  comoKjn 
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^^  common  to  all  the  p!atonic  fathers,  and  feemi 
"to  be  founded  in  fcripture,  that  the  exifteacc 
**  of  the  Son  flows  neccffarily  from  the  divine 
•V  intelleft  exerted  on  itfclf^  from  the  Father'^ 
^'  conten^pladon  of  his  own  perfedtion^.  But  as 
••  the  Father  ever  was,  his  perfeftions  have  ever 
•^.bcen,  and  lus  intelledk  has  been  ever  adtivc. 
•*  But  perfections  which  have  cVet  been,  the  ever 
■  <*  .aflive  intelleft  muft  ever  have  contemplated ; 
^V«d  the  contemplation  which  has  ever  been, 
"  ipuft.ever  have  been  acconipanied  with  its  juft 
f^  .c&ft»  the  perfonal  exiftehce  of  the  Son/^ 

I  wifti  you  had  ftiewn  what  it  is  in  the  fcrip- 
Cures,  or  indeed  in  the  fathers,  that  gives  any  coun- 
tenance to  this  curious  piece  of  reafoning ;  and 
in  your  reply  to  me  I  hope  you  will  not  fail  X0 
point  it  out.     In  the  mean  time,  as  we  cannot 
pretend  to  draw  any  concliifions  from  the  necef- 
iary  operations  of  one  mind,  but  from  their  fup- 
poled  analdgy  to  thofe  of  other  minds,  that  is  owr 
€wn,  you  will  find  yourfelf  embarraflcd  with  a 
difficulty    fimilar  to    that    of   TertuUian,   Lac* 
tantius,  and  Athanafius;  and  muft  explain  to  us 
how  it  comes  to  pafs,  that  if  the  contcniplatioh  of 
the  divine  perfections  of  the  Father,  neceflfarily 
produced  a  diftinCt  perfon  in  him,  fully  equal  to 
r  himfclf,    a  fnan^s  contemplation   of  fuch  pcrfee- 
y  tions,  or  powers^  as  he  is  pofle0ed  of,  fhould  not 
Q    produce  another  intelligent  perfon  fully  equal  to 
XJiUnlelf? 

I  •  You 
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You  will^  perhaps,  fay  (though  you  can  have 
nothing  to  authorize  it)  that  the  impoffibility  of 
producing  this  in  man>  is  the  imperfeftion  of  his 
faculties^  or  his  limited .  power  of  contemplao- 
ing  them.  But  to  cut  off  that  fubterfuge,  I 
will  afk,  why  the  contemplation  of  the  Son's  per- 
fedUons^  which  you  fuppofc  to  be  fuHy  equal  to 
thofc  of  the  Father*  and  whofe  energy  of  cort- 
templatton  you  mull:  likewife  fuppofc  equal  to 
that  of  the  Father^  does  not  produce  another 
intelligent  being  equal  t6  himfelf ;  and  why  arc 
not  perfons  in  the  Godhead,  in  this  manner,  mul- 
tiplied ad  infinilum  ?  If,  for  any  incomprehenfibl« 
reafon,  this  myfterlous  power  of  generdfio}t  be  pe- 
culiar to  the  Father;-  why  does  it  not  ftiJl  operate? 
Is  he  not  an  unchangeable  being,  the  fame  noW 
that  he  was  from  the  beginning,  his  perfe£fcions 
the  fame,  and  his  power  of  contemplating  them 
the  fame  ?  Why  then  are  not  more  fons  produced  ? 
Is  he  become  ^^okS^,  incapable  of  this  genera- 
tion,  as  the  orthodox  Fathers  ufed  to  a(k  ?  On 
does  it  depend  upon  his  will  and  pleafurey  whe- 
ther he  will  exert  this  power  of  generation  ?  If 
fo,  is  not  the  Son  as  much  a  creature^  depend- 
ing on  the  will  of  the  creator,  as;  any  thing 
elfe  produced  by  him,  though  in  another  manner i 
and  this  whether  he  be  of  the  lame  fisbftance, 
#lKOtfTro^  with  him  or  not  ? 

(  '     '  '■ 

I  ihould  alio  like  to  know  in  what  manner  the 
tUrd  ferfonlm  the  trinity .W4s  produced.    Was  it 

by 
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b7.tht  joint  aertion  of  the  two  flrftf  in  the  toh^ 
tciTiplBtion  of  tbcir  rcfpeftive   perfcftions  ?    If 
ioy  why  does  not  the  fame  operation  in  them  pro- 
duce a/#«rri&»&c  He,  &c. 

Admittiiig,  howevetj  this  ftrange  account  of 
die  generation  of  the  trinity  (equal  in  f^furdic^ 
to  any  thing  in  the  Jewilb  cabala)  viz.  that  the 
perfonal  exiftence  of  the  fon  necefiarily  flows  from 
the  iotelkft  of  the  Father  exerted  on  itfelf^  it 
certainly  implies  a  vitiu^Xpriorhj^  otfuperimty 
.in  Che  Father  with  refpeft  co  the  Son  %  and  no  being 
can  be  properly  Cid  who  has  any  fupifiw.  Id 
ihort,  your  fchcme  effc£tuaUy  overturns  the  doc- 
trine of  the  proper  equality^  as  well  as  that  of  the 
umty  of  the  three  perfons  in  the  trinity. 

Indeed)  Sir>  had  you  lived  in  fome  former 
tickliih  times,  when  words  were  more  narrowly 
watched  than  they  are  now,  I  think  you  would 
have  run  fome  ri(k  of  being  accufed  of  herefyj 
for  thus  boldly  making  the  fecond  perfbn  io  the 
trinity  to  be  nothing  more  than  an  effe&y  chough 
the  neceflary  ei&ft  q(  the  Father's  contemplation 
of  his  own  perfeftions.  F^r  from  this  was  Dr. 
.  Waterland,  and  all  die  (Iridl  Athanafians  of  the  lad 
age.  They  maintained  that  the  trinity  confifled 
of  three  perfons^  all  truly  indepemUnt  q{  C9ich  other. 
It  is,  indeed,  very  amufing  to  obferve  how  many 
touUy  difcardant  opinions,  fchemes  as  diftant  from 
cachother  as  lightand  darkncis^all  pafsfor  0fr^M^ 

in 
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in  this  bQS<Uc&.9ge ;  in  y9\kkh  we  liayc.qo  CQuncikj 
fynpdsj  :0r  convQcatioAS^  tp^atch  over  tbe  faicb. 
Error  itf<;lf  is  ha^Iy  more  raiiious  tbai^  modern 
truth. 

III. 

You  cannot  but  acknowledge  chat  the  proper 
cibjeA  of  prayer  is  God  the  Father,  whom  you 
caU  <be  firft  perfon  in  the  trinity.  Indeed,  you 
cannot  find  in  the  (criptures  any  precept  that  will 
authorize  us  to  addre6  ourfelv^  to  any  odier 
perfon^  nor  any  proper  ^^mple  of  it.  'Every  thing 
that  you  can  alledge  to  this  purpofe,  as  Stephen's 
ihort  ejaculatory  addiefs  to  Chrift,  whom  he  had 
juft  before  feen  in  vifion,  &c.  is  Very  inconfiderable. 
Our  Saviour  himfelf  always  prayed  to  his  Father, 
and  with  as  much  humility  and  refignation  as  the 
moft  dependent  bong  4n  the  tmiverfe  could  pofllbly 
do ;  always  •af^dreffing  'l»m  as  his  father j  or  the 
Mb^r  4f  bis  being  ;  and  he  dire^  his  difciples  to 
pray  to  the  fame  great  being,  whom  only^  he  fays, 
TO  ongbt  soferve. 

Had  lie  intended  to  guard  againft  dl  miftake  on  \ 

this  fubjeft,  by  fpeaking  of  God  as  the  author  of  ] 

his   bdag,  in  the  fame  fenfe  in  which  he  is  the  A^ 

au^or  of  being  to  4dl  men,  he  could  not  have  /' 

done  it  more  exprefsly  than  he  hasj  by  calling  \ 

him  his  father  and  our  father,  his  God  and  our  ^ 
God.     At  the  fame  time  he  calls  his  difciples 
his  brethren^.    Co  to  nr^  brethren^  and  fay  unto 

•  John  XX.  17, 

G  them^ 
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tbemt  I  afcend  unto  my  father  and  your  father ^  to  n^ 
God  and  your  God.  Can  you,  Sir>  read  this,  and 
lay  that  wc  uhitarians  wrcft  the  fcripturts,  afld 
and  are  not  guided  by  the  plain  fenfe  of  them  ? 

Accordingly,  the  prafticc  of  praying  to  ihe 
Father  only,  was  long  univerfal  in  the  chriftian 
church.  The  fhort  addrefies  to  Chriflr^  as  thofe 
in  the  Litany,  Lcrd  have  mercy  on  usy  Cbrifibave 
mercy  on  us^  being  comparatively  of  late  date. 
In  the  Clementine  liturgy,  the  oldeft  that  is  ex- 
tant, contained  in  the  Apojiolical  Conjiitutions, 
ii?h]ch  were  probably  compofed  about  the  4th  cen- 
tury, there  is  no  trace  of  any  fuch  thing.  Origco, 
in  a  large  treatife  on  the  fubjeft  of  prayer,  urges 
very  forcibly  the  propriety  of  praying  to  the  fa- 
ther only,  and  not  to  Chrift;  and  as  he  gives 
no  hints  that  the  public  forms  of  prayer  had  any 
thing  reprehenfible  in  them  in  that  refpe^l,  wc 
are  naturally  led  to  conclude  that,  in  his  time, 
fuch  petitions  to  Chrift  were  unknown  in  the 
public  aflcmblies  of  chriftians  ;  and  fuch  hold 
have  early  eftablifhed  cuftoms  on  the  minds  of 
men,  that,  excepting  the  Moravians  only,  whofe 
prayers  are  always  addrefled  to  Chrift,  the  gene- 
ral practice  of  trinicarians  themfelves  is  to  pray 
to  the  father  only. 

Now,  pleafe,  Sir,  to  confider  on  what  ^Vrri//tf 
could  this  early  and  univerfal  praflice  have  been 
founded.  What  is  there  in  your  doftrine  of  a 
irinity,   confiding   of  three  equal  perfons,    to 

entitle 
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e  the  FaibertA  thatdiftindlion;  moK  than 
My  or  the  Spirit?  I  doubt  not  but  that>  con- 
ng  the  thing  at  imih,  you  yourfclf, would 
thought  that,  fince^  of  thefe  three  perfons, 
:he  fecond  that  was  the  maker  of  the  world, 
lat  is  the  immidiaii  governor  ^  it,  he  is  that 
I  of  the  thffce*  with  whdm  we  bave  mofi  to 
nd  therefore  he  is  that  perfon  to  whom  our 
re  ought  to  be  addrelTed;  This»  I  Ihoukl 
I  would  have  been  a  natural  conclufion>  even  if 
b  had  not  been  thought  to  be  equal  to  the 
r>  but  only  the  maker  and  the  governor  of 
'orld  under  him ;  fuppbfing  him  to  have 
)ower  originally  given  him  equal  to  the 
ig  and  governing  of  itj  as  I  have  fhewn  ac 
in  my  Difquifiiions  an  matter  andfpirit,  vol.  i. 
S.  For  we  (hould  naturally  lock  up  to  that 
on  whom  we  immediately  depend ;  know- 
lat  it  mufl:  be  his  proper  province  to  attend 


here  fhould  have  been  any  reafon,  in  the  na- 
»f  things,  though  undifcoverable  and  incom- 
nlible  by  us,  why  the  world  fhould  have  been 
and  fupporced  by  fome  being  of  commu- 
d  power,  and  delegated  authority,  rather 
by  the  felf-exiftent  and  fupreme  being  him* 
ind  if  the  fad  be  fo,  there  muft  have  been 
good  reafon  for  it)  that  unknown  reafon, 
irer  it  be,  naturally  prefents  this  derived 
to  us,  as  the  proper  objeA  of  our  prayers. 
[  niuft  obfene  once  nmore,  that  a  derived 
G  2  pre- 
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fr£<*esirftcnt  beiag»  fiipptffed  tCMUttOiatc  the  body 
Of  JefiiSt  and  who  is  n6c  at&^'tiuiker  of  the 
Nirorld,  is  a  cttAtmc  of  linhgiiiackKi  -only,  whcA 
CTiftencc  is  not  to  be  ipfentid>  with  the  lead  co- 
lourable pnecext,  from  chefcriptures.  If  theiacrcd 
ivriters  do  reprdentChrift  sts  having  pre-ifziftcd 
'tt  all,  chey  certainly  fuppofe  him  to  be  the  niaker 
of  all  diings.  iiec  tfaofe,  therefbfr,  who  pretend 
to  maintain  the  Arian  h]ppotbelis»  ^either  aflfert  it 
inits  original  and  proper  extent,  or  elfe  abandon 
iodtogether. 

-But  fuppdfii^  this  (econd  pcribn  in  the  trinity 

-to  be  our  independent  maker^  governor,  and  find 

'judge, '^the  propriety  of  praying  to  him,  and  to 

him  exclufively,  is  fo  obvious,  that  no  confide- 

ration  whatever  could  have  prevented  the  pra£licOy 

if  fuch  had  been  the  real  belief  of  the  chriftiao 

Iworld  from  the  beginning.    That  chrlftians-dfd 

not  do  fo  at  firft,  but  prayed  habitually  to  the 

Father  only,  is,  therefore,  with  me  almoft  a  de- 

monftration  that  they  did  not  confider  Chrift  in 

that  light;  but  that  whatever  they  might  think 

of  him>   they  did  not  regard  him  as  being  a 

proper  objtSt  of  vforfinp^  and  confequently  not  as 

poifefred  of  the  attributes  that  are  proper  to  con- 

Ibitute  him  one,  and  therefore  not  as  truly  Cod. 

The  perfuafion  that  he  was  truly  God^  and  that 

God  on  whom  we  immediately  depend,  would  un- 

avoidably  have  drawn  after  it  the  habitual  pra£Uce 

of  praying  to  him,  as  it  has  bt  length  effeded 

with  refpeft  to  the  Moravians;  and  in  fpight  of 

conftanr 
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<^((<4Pt  yO^,  suvd  0g2Mnft  all  fcripture  precept  and 
<f»Mnp)i?>  (he  pra^ice  has  more  or  le&  prevaUed 
with  all  trinitarians.  .  I^ctrarcb,  we  find  by'  his 
k^.fxrs^  generally  prayed  to  Chrifi  ;  that  pious 
fr^acUJ!  of  ThofBasra-Kempisy  on  the  ifnitathn  if 
Ckrij^  confifts  of  Dothing  beftdes  addrefles  to  hioij 
and  ihey  compofe  the  greater  part  of  the  Jr/^vjr 
in  the  Church  of  England. 

When  I  was  fuyfelfatricvicarian,  I  remember  prayl^ 
lag  confcientioufly  to  all  the  chce^  perfons  without 
diftindlion,  only  beginning  with  the  Father;  and 
fiha&  I  myfelf  did  in  th^  ferious  fimplicity  of  my 
heart,  when  young,  would,  I  doubt  not,  have 
been  done  by  all  chriftians  from  the  beginning,  if 
their  minds  had  then  been  imprefled,  as  mine 
vas,  with  the  firm  perfuafton  that  all  the  three 
pcBcfens  weEc&Uy  ^ual  in  pow^i^,  wifdoni,  gddd« 
flcfs^  omniprei<nce,  and  all  divine  attributes. 
1^  argument  I  recommend  to  your  ferious  con- 
fidemion,  as  it  is  with  me  a  fufScient  proof,  that 
Mginglly  Chrift  was  not  confidered  as  a  proper 
fbjfi&of  worihip  by  chriftians,  and  confequently 
seithdr  as  God)  nor  as  the  maker  or  governor  of 
the  world  under  God. 

IV. 

I  wiih  you  would  refleft  a  litde  on  the  futjedl, 

ind  then  inform  iis  what  there  is  in  the  doffarine  of 

tliecviiiity,  im  iifelfconfidindy  that  can  recommend 

i('id  a  put  of  a  fyilem  of  religious  truth.    All 

G  3  that 
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thac.can  be  faid  fpr  it  is  that  the  do£trine,  howerer 
Uftptrobable  in  it&lf,  isneceflary  tt>  cbcpkih:  fom^ 
particular  texts  of.  fcripture ;  and  that  if  it  had '  liot 
been  for  tbofe  particular  texts,  /we  fhould  haye 
foijnd  po  want  of  it.  For  there  ia  neither  any  faft 
in  nature^,  nor  any-  one  purpofe  oi'fmrab  (whidi  ^ 
^  ^jeA  9^4  W  of  all  reti^n).  that  requiiitfs  k.'  •• 

Is  not  one  feif-exiftent,  almtghty>  infinitely  wife, 
a^4  perfe£U][  gopdtbeing,  fully,  equal  to  the^^^ix>^ 
du^on  of  all  .things,  andalfe  to  the  fupport'  wad 
government ..  of.  th[e  worlds .  which  he  hs  inaAe) 
A  ifecond,  perlbn  in  the  gjxlheadicannot  be^mdiy 
.TYanted  for  this  puipofe,  as  far,  ji&;Wfi  canconqsivieu^ 
..     .  .  *  ^^         .  ...♦.  ..  ..;.  ..'  .  i.    ".  :         -  n^i-^  ■ 

...JWhaj^er.nv^y  ^  meant  hf^ udemptioM  ofiiii 
tiu.orfdj  is  not  ^he  bpng  whornwle  it  equal  to  dot 
a^fo?  If  lus  creatures  offend  him,  andby  rf|ton(r 
aoqeand  refoopatipn  beconie  the  proper  obje^rjof 
his  forgivenefsy  is  ic  nqc  more  natural  to  fappMe 
tji^t  he.  has  wiiBin  bimfelf^^  a  ppMrer  of  forgiim^ 
tbsm^  and  ojf  reflpring  thei^  to  his  flavour,.  vnd»- 
out  the  ilraqge- expedient  of  another  perfon,  'i^Uy 
^qual  to  him&lf,  condefjpending  to  animate  a  hunuM 
body,  and  dying  for  us  ?  We.  never  think.of  any 
fimilar  expedient  in  order  to  forgive,  with  the  greats 
eft  propriety  and  effeft,  offences  committed  by  our 
children  againft  ourielves. 

\yhatever  you  fCippolfc  to  be  the  ufe  of  a  third 
ferfon  in,  the  trinity^  is  not  the  influence  of  th^'fWft 
perfon  fufficieot  for  thatalib?.:  TJie.defccpt^of-thft 

'•  holv 
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holy  fpiric  upon  the  apoftles  was  to  enable  them  to 
work  miracles.  But  when  our  Saviour  was  on 
earth,  the  Father  wilbin  bim%  and  adling  by  him, 
did  the  fame  thing. 

You  alfo  cannot  deny  that,  exclufive  of  fome 
particular  texts,  theggeneral  tenor  of  fcripture  does 
notfuppofc  fuchatiinity  as  you  contend  for.  Is 
i:  not  the  general  tenor  of  the  Old  and  New 
1  eftament,  that  the  fupreme  God  himfelf,  and  not 
any  other  perfon  afting  under  him,  was  the  proper 
maker  pt*  the  wprld ;  and  that  he  himfelf,  and  not 
any  other  being,  fupports  and  governs  it  i  Is  not 
the  fame  great  being,  the  God  and  Father  of  us 
aU,  and  eyen  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord  Jefus 
Ck^ift^ .  reprefented  as  forgiving  the  fins  of  his  pe* 
nitent  oS^mxzig  freely^  and  exhorting  us  to  forgive 
as  we  ourfelves  hope  to  be  forgiven?  And  are 
we  to  require  any  ranfom,  recompence,  or  atone* 
I^Qt  of  a  penitent  brother  ? 

You  will  fay  that  there  are  obfcure  intimation^ 
of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  as  in  God's  faying.  Lit  us  make  man^  and  let 
us  go  down  and  confound  tbetr  language,  &c.  But  even 
that  literal  intcrpr^utipn  of  thefe  expreffions  which 
you  contend  for  does  not  really  favour  your  hypo- 
ibefis.  Fpr  then  there  muft  have  been  at  leaft 
two  perfons  concerned  in  making  the  world,  and 
alio  two  or  more  perfons  muft  have  had  that 
intcrcourfe  with  mankind,  which  you  fay  was  the 
province  of  the  fecond  perfon  in  the  trinity  only. 

G  4  The, 
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1th€  plural  ntrmb«t  fom^irig  Che^  fegal  flyle  in 
the  JS^ft,  i^f Aiihcd  a  ferf  esSf  expUnatiort  of  alt 
fu6h  texts  as  thefef;  efpfedatty  ccmfiderhig,  that 
the  word  denoting  God  ia  Hebfe*  is  in  t)ie^lan4 
number. 

Why  then,  dtiai*  Sif,  flibuhl  ybu  be  ib  (!te0raq$ 
of  retslinhifg  fach  ti  doftrine  ^i  this  o^  the  trinity, 
iffhkh  yofu  rtiuff  Acknowledge!  his  an  tintoutfa 
zppiiTintt^  hai  alway^  cdnfoundifd  the  bdk  rcfa- 
foh  of  mslnkind>  and  drives  tis  td  the  vndefbiMtf 
doOrine  tif  liUfpUcabk  nrnfieriiii  to  thi  gitat 
cffeh£e  of  J^»  MahoiU^tans,  and  tinbditfvtra 
Hi  itnt\^\  without  fooie  ufgenf  nectAityP'  6r 
i\V6  diffietiltifc^  vre  are  al#a\'s  iuthoH^ed  to  didfe 
the  iftalt ;  diid  WhV  Ihould  We  riidb  the  Whole  ^ 
eliHftUnity;  fdt.thfe  i^t  of  lb  unnttefflkiy  and 
tihddfif4bleaj)arti? 

Try  then  whether  yoli  caiMot  hit  uport  fbiit(| 
method  or  other  of  reconciling  a  few  particular 
ti%%  Aot  only  with  common  finfc^  but  alfo  with 
the  general  and  the  obvious  ten6r  of  the  fcripmrn 
tbemfihis.  In  this  yqu  will,  no  doubts  ftnc) 
fbhrie  difficulty  at  firft,  ffoitt  the  etffeA  6f  early 
iitipfeinons,  and  aflbciition  of  ideai;  but  ar^ 
atterltioh  to  the  true  idiorA  of  the  fcf ipture  Ian*- 
guage,  witK  fuch  helps  as  you  ftiay  want,  but 
will  cafily  find,  for  the  pufpbfc,  will  fatisfy  you^ 
that  the  dodtfine  of  the  trinity  furnllhe^nO  proper 
clue  16  thfc  right  tinderftiridirtg  of  thqfc  tcXtS,  but 
will  only  fetv^  10  rtllflead  foM. 

In 
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If}  the  mean  time,  this  doftrine  of  the  trinitj 
wears  fo  difagreeable  an  afpeft^  that  I  think  eveiy 
feafonabte  man  muftfay  with  the  excellent' Arch- 
Ufliop  Tillocfbn^  with  rcfpeA  to  the  AthanaGan 
creed,  ^'  I  wifli  we  were  well  rid  of  it."  Thia  is 
not  letting  up  reafon  againft  the  fcriptures,  but  re- 
conciling rcafon  with  the  fcriptures,  and  the  fcrip- 
tifres  with  themfelves.  On  your  fcheme  they  are 
irreconcilably  at  variance* 

V. 

In  a  mode  of  writing,  altogether  improper  in 
t  ferious  difcourfe^  you  ridicule  the  Socinian  in- 
terpretations of  fcripture,  as  unnatural,  and  con- 
pary  to  their  obvious  meMing ;  and  after  a  long 
enumeration  of  things  which  you  fay  tnay  he  clear 
tp  tfiy  dpprebenfionj  but  which  you  infinuate  can 
never  be  clear  to  the  apprehenfion  of  any  man ; 
vjou  add,  p.  14*  '^  But  to  others,  who  have  not 
"  fagacity  to  difcem  that  the  true  meaning  of  an 
*^  infpired  writer  muft  be  the  reverie  of  the  na- 
*«  tural  and  obvious  fcnfe  of  the  exprefllons 
•f  which  he  employs,  the  force  of  the  conclufion, 
^^  that  the  primitive  chriftians  could  not  believe 
^'  our  Lord  to  be  more  than  a  mere  man,  becaule 
^*  the  apoftles  had  told  them  that  he  was  the^crea- 
•*  tor  of  the  univerfc,  will  be  little  underftood/' 

In  anfwer  to  this,  which  I  fuppofe  you  intend- 
ed  for  irwty,  and  which  I  Ihall  not  endeavour  to 
fttort,  I  fliall  content  myfclf  with  taking  the 

very 
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very  text  which  you  produce,  as  the  mod  diffi|cult 

for  an  unicarian  to  reqpncile  to  his  opinion,  and 

^        ihew  you  expreCions  in  it  which  it  is  abfolucely 

'^        impOffible  for  you  to  accomtpodate  to  your  owa 

N^'!         principles,  without,  to  adopt  your  own  language, 

*.'  making  the  true  meaning  of  the  writer  the  vcryt 

*•         5*  rcverfe  of  the  natural  and  obvious  fenfc  of  die 

^  M  eypreffions  which  he  employs/* 

The  paffage,  which  is  of  your  own  ieledion, 
^  >•  is  Coll.  i.  15.   &c.  in  which  Paul  affirms  that 

Chrift  is  the  image  of  the  irrcifible  Gody  and  the 
^-  \firft  horn  of  every  creature -^  and  yet  you  nuke 
him  not  the  image  of  God,  but  God  bimfelf^  and 
fo  far  from  being  a  creature^  that  he  is  the  creator 
pf  all  things.  Produce  any  Socinian  interpretation 
of  a  text  of  fcripiurc  more  direfftly  contrary  to  its 
obvious  meaning,  if  you  can.  Whatever  difficulty 
^n  unitarian  ixi^y  iind  in  accommodating  the  latter 
part  of  the  paf^gc  to  hi3  fentimentj,  ypu  muft  find 
much  more  to  accpipmodate  the  former  part  to  the 
Athanafian  do<Slrine.  And  I  will  venture  to  fay, 
that  for  one  text  in  which  you  can  pretend  to 
find  any  thing  harfli  or  difficult  to  me,  I  will 
engage  to  prodqce  ten  that  muft  create  mora 
difficulty  to  you. 

How  ftrangely  muft  you  torture  the  plaineft 

'     language,  and  in  which  there  is  not  a  fliadow  of 

figure^  to  interpret  to  your  purpofe,    i  Tim.  ii.  5. 

Jhere  is  one  Gody  and  one  mediator  between  God 

and  man,  the  nan  Chriji  Jefus  j    i  Cor.  viii.  6. 

^0 
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ifo  us  there  is  but  one  God^  the  Father^  of  whom 
Are  all  things,  and  we  in  him ;  and  one  Lord  Jefus 
Cbrifiy  hy  whom  are  all  things,  and  we  hyhimi 
or'  chat  cxpreflion  of  our  Saviour  himfelf,  John 
xviik  3.  l^bat  they  might  know  thee,  the  only  true 
C^s  and  Jefus  Chrift  whom  thou  haft  fent.  Never 
Vpbraid  us  unitarians  with  torturing  the  fcriptures, 
while  ydu  have  thefe,  and  a  hundred  other  plain 
tcicts.  to  ftndn  at,  and  bend  to  your  Athanafian 
hypothefis ;  iDefides  many  general  arguments  from  / 
resdbn^  and  the  fcriptures,  oFtnore  real  force  than 
any  particular  texts,  to  anfwer, 

VI. 

There  is  fomethjng  inexplicable  and  not  to  be 
accounted  for  in  the  conduft  of  feveral  of  the 
^vaogelifts,  indeed  all  of  them,  upon  the  fup- 
ppfidon  of  their  having  entertained  the  fame  lenti- 
ihents'  concerhing  Chrifl:  that  you  do.  Each  of 
rf|e  golpcis  was  certainly  intended  to  be  a  fufficient 
ir^ruftion  in  the  fundamental  principles  of  the 
flo^ine  of  chriftianity.  But  there  is  nothing  thaf  " 
taxi  be  called  an  account  of  the  divine  or  even  the 
fupicr-angelic  nature  of  Chrift  in  the  gofpels  of 
Matthew^  Mark,  or  Lul;e  \  and  allowing  that  there 
may  be  fome  colour  for  it  in  the  introduftion  of , 
^%  gofpel  of  John,  it  is  remarkable  that  there  are 
miany  paflk^es  in  bis  gofpel  which  are  dccifively  ii^ 
favour  of  his  fiipple  humanity. 

'  Now  thefc  cvanjg?lifts  could  not  imagine  that  ' 
pthcr  the  Jews  or  the  Gentiles,  for  whofe  ufe  the 

pofpeU 
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gofpela  w.ere  wijccte,  would  fUD4  in  no  need  of 
information  oa  ei  fitbytGt  of  kx  muph  imporunc^» 
md  which  was  fo  y^ty  rcniote  kovk  the  appr^-^ 
hcnSoQB  of  them  both ;  and  which  would  9Si  the 
&ine  time  have  &  efiaftuaily  covered  the  reprtfA^k 
^ftbi  crafs^  which  was,  cmtiowUy  objcaed  tq  the 
chrilHam  rf  that  agp.  If  the  doftrioe  of  the  trinity 
be  ^pje,  it  is,  no  doubt»  in  ttie  higheft  d«?gi:ec 
^Biponant  and  inwrefting.  Sinc^^  therefore,  tho 
€vangelifts  give  no  certain  and  diftinfi;  accoi;mt 
of  it,  and  fay  nothing  of  its  iiiipoiUrve»  it 
may  be  fafely  inferred  that  it  wa?  uoknoyrn  to 
them. 

rWhy  was  not  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  taught 
as  explicitly,  and  in  as  definite  inanner,  in  the  New 
/   Tcftamcnt  at  leaft,  as  the  doftrine  of  the  divine 
•    unity  is  taught  in  both  the  Old  and  New  Xeftaments, 
/    if  it  be  a  truth?  And  why  is  the  doftrine  of  the 
\  umiy  always  delivered  in  lb  unguarded  a  manner^ 
and  without  any  exception  made  in  favour  of  the 
trinity,  to  prevent  any  miftake  with  refpeft  to  it, 
as  is  always  now  done  in  our  orthodox  catechifnis, 
creeds,   and  difcourfes  on  the  fubjcft  ?  For  you 
cannot  deny  but  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  looks 
fo  like  an  infringement  of  that  of  the  unity,  on 
which  the  greateft  poffible  ftrefs  is  always  laid  in 
the  fcriptures,  that  it  required  to  be  at  leaft  hinted 
at,   if  not  well  defined  and  explained  when  the 
divine  unity  was  fpoken  of.    You  are  content,^ 
however,  to  build  fo  flrange  and  inexplicable  a 
doftrine  as  that  of  dx  trinity  upon  mere  inferences 

I  from 
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frpm  cafual  ei^preSions,  and  cannot  pretend  to 
one  dear,  exprefs,  and  unequivocal  le^m  on  the 

'  There,  are.  many,  very  many  parages  of  icrip- 
ture^  which  inculcate  the  doctrine  of  the  divine 
unity  in  the  clearefk  and  ftrongeft  manner.  Produce 
ope  :fuch  paiiage  in  favour  of  the  trinity,  if  you 
can.  And  why  fiiould  we  believe  things  fo 
ipyAerious  -without  the  cleareft  and  mofi:  expreis 
evidence  ? 

VIL 

I  would  farther  recommend  it  to  your  confide« 
ration,  bow  the  apoftles  could  continue  to  call 
Chrift  a  man^  as  they  always  do,  both  in  the  book 
of 'A£bs,  and  in  their  eptfttes,  after  they  had  dif- 
cdvered  htm  to-be  God.  After  tUs  it  muft  have 
been  highly  degrading,  unnatural,  and  improper^ 
DOCwichflanding  his  appearance  in  human  form. 
Cuftom  will  reconcile  us  to  ftrange  conceptions 
of  things,  and  very -uncouth  modes  of  fpeech; 
but  let  us  take  up  the  matter  ab  initio^  and  put 
ourfelves  in  the  place  of  the  apofUes  and  firft 
difciples  of  Chrift. 

They  certainly  faw  and  converfcd  with  him  at 
firft  on  the  fuppoHcion  of  his  being  a  man,  as 
much  as  themfclvcs.  Of  this  there  can  be  no 
doubt.  Their  furprize,  therefore,  upon  being 
informed  that  he  was  not  a  man,  but  really  God, 
or  even  the  maker  of  the  world  under  Go4>  would 

be 
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be  juft  a$  gresft  as  ours -would  now  be  on  difco- 
trertpg  that  any  of  our  acquamtance,  or  at  leaft  a 
very  good  man  and  a  prophet,  was  in  reality 
Godj  or  the  maker  of  the  world.  Let  us  con- 
fider  then  how  we  fliooM  feeU  how  we  fhould 
behave  towards  foch  a  perfori,  and  how  we  fhoufid 
fpeak  of  him  afterwards.  No  one,  I  am  confi- 
dent^ would  ever  call  that  being  a  man,  after  he 
was  convinced  that  he  was  God.  He  wouM 
always  fpeak  of  him  in  a  manner  fuitable  to  his 
proper  rank. 

Suppofe  that  arty  two  men  of  our  acquaint* 
ance  fhould  appear,  on  examination,  to  be  the 
angels  Michael  and  Gabriel -y  Ihould  we  ever  aft^r 
this  call  them  men?  Certainly  not.  But  we  fhould 
naturally  fay  to  our  friends,  "  thofe  two  pcrfons 
*'  whom  we  took  to  be  men,  are  not  men,  but 
^'  angels  in  difguife.^*  This  language  would  be 
natural.  Had  Chrift,  therefore,  been  any  thing 
more  than  man  before  he  came  into  the  world, 
and  cfpccially  had  he  been  God,  or  the  maker 
of  the  world,  he  never  could  have  been,  or  have 
been  confidered  as  being,  a  man,  while  he  was  in 
it ;  for  he  could  not  diveft  himfelf  of  his  fupcrior 
and  proper  nature.  However  difguifedj  he  would 
always,  in  fa6t,  have  been  whatever  he  had  been 
before,  and  would  have  been  fo  Jiiled  by  all  who 
truly  knew  him. 

Leaft  of  all  would  Chrift  have  been  confidered 
as  a  man  in  reafomng  and  argumentation^  though 

his 


t 


Dr.        H    O    R    S     L    E    ¥•  95 

Jus  exeernal  appearance  {hould  have  fo  far  put 
men  off  their  guard,  as  to  lead  them  to  give  him 
that  appellation.  Had  the  apoftle  Paul  conGdered 
Chrift  as  being  any  thing  more  than  a  man,  with 
rcfped  to  his  nature^  he  could  never  have  urged, 
with  the  leaft  propriety,  or  effeft,  that  as  by  man 
€ame  ieaib^  fo  by  man  came  alfo  the  refurreSHon  tff 
ibi  dead.  For  it  might  have  been  unanfwerably 
replied^  '*  This  is  not  the  cafe ;  for  indeed  by  man 
•*  domies  death,   but  not  by  man,  but  by  God,  / 

«*  or  the  creator  of  man  under  God,  comes  the     .- 
**  rcfurreftion  of  the  dead." 

VIIL 

There  is  alfo  another  confideration  which  I  would 
lecommend  to  you  who  maintain  that  Chrift  was 
cither  God,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  under  God. 
It  is  this.  The  manner  in  which  our  Lord  fpcalcs 
of  bimfelf,  and  of  the  power  by  which  he  worked 
miracles,  is  inconfiftent,  according  to  the  common 
conftrudion  of  language,  with  the  idea  of  his 
being  poflefled  of  anf^  proper  power  of  his  own, 
more  than  other  men  had. 

If  Chiift  was  the  maker  of  the  world,  and  if, 
in  the  creation,  he  exerted  no  power  but  what 
properly  belonged  to  himfelf,  and  what  was  as 
much  bis  own  as  the  power  of  fpeaking  or  walking 
belongs  to  man  (though  depending  ukimardy  upon 
that  fupreme  power  in  which  we  all  live,  and 
move,  and  have  our  being)  he  could  not  with  any 
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fcgprkty,  and  ^Without  knowing  that  be  rnufi  bt 

/  jzulbaderftood,  have  laid  that  of  bimfelf  -be  could 

J  J^  M0fbiag9  that  the  words  which  he  /pake  were  not 

y  bis  owfh  and  that  she  father  within  him  did  the 

^^arks.    l^QT  if  any  ordinary  man,  doing  what 

.other  men  iifiially  do,  ihbuld  ^ply  thi^  lanswgc 

to  himfelf,  and  fay  that  it  was  not  he  that  fpake  or 

afi^edf  but  God  who  fpake  and  afted  by  him,  and 

that  otherwife  he  was  not  capable  of  fo  fpeaking  of 

adUng  at  all ;  we  ihould  .not  fcniple  to  fay  that  his 

language  was  either  fophiftical,  or  elfe  downzight 

falfe  or  blalphemous. 

If  this  conclufion  would  be  juft  upon  the  fuppo- 
fition  that  Chriil  had  created  all  things,  working 
miracles  by  a  power  properly  his  own,  though 
derived  ultimately  from  God,  much  more  force 
has  it  on  the  funpofition  of  his  working  miracles  by 
a  power  not  derived  from  any  being  whatever^ 
but  as  much  originally  in  himfclf  as  the  power  of 
the  Father  •• 

It  would  alfo  be  a  fliodking  abufe  of  language, 
and  would  warrant  any  kiad  of  deception  and  im- 

*  Thit  Chrid  WIS  not  the  real  maker  of  the  world,  but  God 
the  Father  only*  without  the  aid  or  in ftru mentality  of  tny 
other  being  whatever,  ft  abundantly  evident  from  the  fcripcntes. 
For  ■  moll  UtisfaAory  proof  of  this  I  refer  my  readers  to  Mr. 
Lindl'cy's  Strati  to  bis  ApoUgy^  ch.  iz.  p.  451. 

It  it  he  faid  that  this  great  pre-exiHent  being  was  diveiled 
ol  hit  former  powcra  when  he  became  nun  ;  it  may  be  aiked, 
What  ule  was  there  of  fueh  a  being  I  Why  might  not  a  mere 
tn.m  have  anfwcred  the  piiri^ofe.  if  this  fuperior  being  mud  be 
rrducctl  to  the  ftatc  of  man,  in  order  to  adl  his  part  on  earth 
with  proprlttj } 

pofidon. 
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pofidon,  if  Chrift  could  be  fuppofcd  to  lay^  fbai^      . 
his  Faiker  was  greater  iban  be^  arid  at  the  famt      / 
time  iecred7  mean  only  bis  buman  nature^  whereas     \ 
his  divine  nature  was  at  the  feme  time  fully  equal      \ 
to  chat  of  the  Father.     Upon  the  lame  principle 
a  man  might  (ay^  that  Chrift  never  fufiered,  that 
he  never  died,  or  rofe  again  from  the  dead,  mean- 
ing his  divine  nature  only,  and  not  his  human. 
Indeed^  Sir^  there  is  no  ule  in  language^  nor  aiiy 
guard  ^nft  deception,  if  fuch  liberties  as  thefe  ait 
«  be  allowed. 

IX. 

You  mu(t,  Sir»  be  much  at  a  lofs,  indeed,  for 
arguments  in  fupport  of  your  dodtrine  of  the  trinity, 
when  you  look  for  any  thing  like  it  in  heathen 
antiquity.    ^'  The  notion  of  a  trinity,'*  you  fay,  p. 
44,  *^  more  or  Jefs  removed  from  the  purity  of  the 
^  chriftian  faitbj  is  found  to  be  a  leading  principle 
*'  in  all  the  ancient  fchools  of  philofophy,  and  in 
*^  the  religions  of  almoft  all  nations;  and  traces  of 
*'  an  early  popular  belief  of  it  appear  even  in  the 
**  abominable  rites  of  idolatrous  worfhip.     Their 
*^  information    concerning  it,"    you  fay,  p.  45, 
•«  could  only  be  arawn  from  tradition,   founded 
^  upon  earlier  revelations*'  (meaning  than  thofe  of 
Mofesj   ^'  from  the  fcattered  fragments  of  the  an- 
.**  cient  patriarchal  creed,  that  creed  which  was  uni- 
*■  verfal. before  the  defection  of  the  firft  idolaters, 
**  which  the  corruptions  of  idolatry,  grofs  and  enor- 
'^  mous  as  they  were,  could  never  totally  obliterate. 

H  "  Thus 
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.««Tbas  dK  dodrine  of  the  trinity  is  rather  con* 

•^  firmed  than^iiciTdited  by  the  fuffirag^  of  the  heathen 

**  fiiges  't  finoe  the  refemblance  of  the  chriftian  faith, 

*^  and  the  pagan  (diiiofophy,  in  tius  anicle,  when 

'*  fairlf  iotcvprecedy  appears  to  be  nothing  lefs  than 

.^*  the  conlcnt  of  the  latefi:  and  earlieft  revelations." 

Wichout  troubling  you  with  any  remarks  upon 
the  ^  joint  wotihip  of  Jupiter,  Juno,  and  Minervai 
**  the  triftd/'  ai  you  call  them,  **  of  the  Rooun 
'*  capitol,"  or  the  three  mighty  ones,  in  Sanio* 
thrace,  to  which  you  lay,  p.  44,  they  may  be 
traced ;  and  the  worlhip  6f  which  in  that  place  you 
fuppofe^  with  Eufebius,  to  be  earlier  than  the  days 
Of  Abraham  \  I  fay,  without  troubling  you  with  any 
tcmarksupon  this  moft  obfcure  part  of  heathen 
mythology,  concerning  which  there  are  many  opi- 
nions, and  your's  I  think  the  lead  probable  of  them 
nil,  I  will  only  afk  you  three  quefHons,  to  which  I 
beg  your  explicit  anfwer. 

Firft,  If  there  be  fo  many  traces  of  the  dodrioe 
Of  the  trinity  in  the  heathen  philofophy,  and  m  die 
/  heathen  worfliip,  why  are  there  no  more  of  them  to 
{  be  found  in  the  Jewifh  fcriptores,  and  in  the  Jewilh 
worflnp  ?  Secondly,  If  there  be  fuch  traces  cf  die 
dodrine  of  the  trinity  in  the  Jewkh  wiinngs  and 
^vorQiip,  how  came  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time, 
nnd  alfo  the  body  of  the  Jewiih  nation,  to  this  day, 
not  to  difcover  thefe  tfaces  ?  Thirdiy,  If  tte 
Jews  hnd  been  once  in  the  pofleflion  of  ilas 
knowledge^  but  hod  loft  it  in  the  tkne  of  onr 

Saviour, 
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ir^  why  d|d  not  bd  who  ratified  cnbor 
,  reAify  this,  the  mpft  imporupc  of  th«is 
Fcnullian  was  (o  far  fiom  im^niog  chat  (he 
ip  of  the  trinity  was  known  to  the  Jews^ 
as  I  have  obfi^rved,  vol.  i.  p.  60^  he  in^cs 
nowkdge  of  th^  trinity  peculiar  (9  thf  chrif- 
lifpenfatioQ.  The  £tipe  was  the  ppMiiop  gf 
lafius,  and  I  bdtieve  (bf  Fathers  in  gSMKn)* 

to  the  trinity  pf  {^latg^  whateirfr  you  QX I 
;noW)  or  xntiy  poc  know^  cpoccming  it,  k 
:ertainly  a  thing  very  unlike  ypur  Ath«i)a(M(| 
ne }  for  it  was  never  imagined  that  the  tlms 
onent  members  of  that  trinity  were  either 
Eo  each  other^  or  ftri&ly  fp^alpng  «^* 

»7  ^^cempt  th^  IW  yft  been  made  to  af0^*»    ) 
d£brine  pf  dti^  crinitcy  i  fi^niple  oot  t^  catt  / 
ifult   on  the    common  ienfe  of  mankind.  ( 
I  1  read  that  of  yo^ir's  mentioned  above,  vi».    *\^ 
be  Father  is  At  fountain  pf  deity,  and  thai      / 
icQpd  perfon  in  the  trinity  was  produced  by 
rH  perfpit  (;on|eQ>plating  bis  pwn  pe rfisft^ooSf     \ 
bpidly  help  fanqripg  that  I  am  got  back  into     \ 
srfd^rktftpftbedvk  ages,  oracleafttfaaii 
a^mg  Pour  Loa»btfd,  Thwuis  Aquinas,  or 

M  fpcak  pf  >1»  ffitMk  doffrimofibe  trimtf;  "^ 
^  is  aUOi  Sir,  a  atboiic  doarioe  c^  traf0iJ^  j 
Uion  I  W  if  you  would  cry  your  fldll,  you  / 
Ifindthab  with  cbt  Jam  kind  of  aigumr  ntt,  / 
H  2  from    t^ 
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from  rcafon  and  fcripturc,  you  would  be  juft  as 
able  an  advocate  for  the  one,  as  you  are  for  the 
other.  The  learned  catholics  at  the  time  of  the 
reformation  thought  that  they  trod  on  as  firm  and 
as  fure  ground  in  defending  the  latter,  as  you  now 
do  in  defending  the  former.  The  two  dodtrines' 
are  fo  nearly  akin,  that  they  cannot  bear  a  long 
feparation..  They  differ  only  in  this,  that  the  doc- 
trine of  tranfubftanuation  implies  a  fbyfical  imppffi- 
biUty^  whereas  that  of  the  trinity,  as  unfolded  in 
the  Athanafian  creed  implies  a  mathematical  one ; 
and  to  this  only  we  ufually  give  the  name  of 
€0ntradi£ihn. 

I  am  truly  concerned  to  find  by  your  Cbarff^ 
publilhed  at  the  requeft  of  the  refpe6lable  body  of 
Clergy  to  whom  it  was  delivered,  that  the  doArine 
of  a  trinity,  in  its  mod  objedtionable  form,  muft  be 
maintained  at  all  events  by  the  proper  members  of 
the  church  of  England,  as  its  moil  facred  palla- 
dium. Other  divines  of  your  church  have  attempted 
to  explain  and  palliate  it,  fo  that  it  might  be  hoped 
that,  in  time,  it  would  have  been  explained  away^ 
and  loft;  and  at  length  have  been  ftruckoutof 
your  articles  and  forms  of  worfliip  •,  whereas  now^ 
it  feems,  it  is  to  be  maintained  in  all  its  rigour ; 
and  as  you  recommend  the  writings  of  Bp.  BuU, 
without  exception,  I  prefume  you  approve  of  his 
Defence  of  the  damnatory  claufe  in  the  Athanafian 
creed  (indeed  you  mention  this  among  his  molt 
valuable  works)  and  this  in  my  opinion,  is  going 
back  into  all  the  darknefs  and  horror  of  popery. 

But 


H    O    R    S    L    E    Y. 


tat 


\ 


I 


Silt  as  you  cannot  bring  back  thofe  timesy  your 
olamnatory  claufes,  and  excommunications^  will 
Tiow  have  little  effed.  Yet  as  there  are  -liberal 
ientiments  in  your  performance,  I  am  willing  to 
hope  that,  on  re-confideration,  you  will,  at  leaft» 

retraft  your  recommendation  of  fbat  piece  of  your 

favourite  author. 

However,  next  to  the  church's  reforming  itfelf 
iQ  this  important  article,  it  is  to  be  wiihed  by  all 
the  true  friends  of  reformation,  that  your /rrmj  0/ 
cimmunionj  P*  7^9  ^^Y  ^  univcrlally  underftood^ 
aod  adhered  to ;  for  then  I  am  confident  that  a 
majority  of  the  thinking  clergy,  whofe  fentiments 
on  this  fubjeA  are  in  general,  I  believe,  thofe  of 
Dr.  Clarke,  or  Arian,  and  many  of  them  Socinian, 
would  quit  your  communion  at  once.  And  in  that 
cafe  I  have  little  doubt  but  that  the  charaAers  and 
abilities  of  thofe  ejeffed  clergy  would  be  found  to 
be  fuch  as  you  couid  not  now  bear  the  want  of; 
and  then  either  a  reformation,  inviia  ecclefia,  or  a 
totail  diflblution  of  the  hierarchy,  would  imipc* 
diately  follo;w. 

I  4m,  8^c. 
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LETTER      VIIl/ 

MiBcgLi.AMBOU$   Articles. 

I. 
Dear  Sir, 

TO  vindicate  Cufebius,  or  his  author, 
aflcrting  that  Theodotus  was  the  firft  ^ 
advanced  the  doftrine  of  Chrift  being  a  mere  nr 
you  fay,  p.  37,  "  That  Theodotus  in  this  an 
••  ib  far  fuipafled  the  earlier  herefiarchs,  that 
^  meiic  of  being  the  inventor  of  the  mere  hu 
**  nity,  in  the  precife  and  full  meaning  of 
^  W6rds,  is  with  great  propriety  and  truth  afcri 
•'  to  him.  When  the  Cerinthians  and  the  Ehior 
•*  affirmed  that  Jcfus  had  no  exiftcnce  prcviou 
"*  Mary's  conception,  and  that  he  was  literally 
••  phyfically  the  carpenter's  Ion,  it  might  jt 
*•  be  £rid  of  them,  that  they  aflerted  the  n 
••  humanity  of  the  redeemer :  efpecially  as  it  cc 
♦*  not  be  forefeen,  that  the  impiety  would  e 
«^  go  a  greater  length  than  this,  of  afcribing 
••  him  an  6rigin  merely  human.  Thefe  here 
••  however  went  no  farther,  as  I  conceive  thai 
^*  deny  our  Lord's  original  divinity  :  they  admii 
^<  I  know  not  what  unintelligible  e?(altation  of 
^*  nature,  which  took  place,  as  they  concciv 
H  upon^  his  alcenfion,  by  which  he  became  nq 
^  fit  ofcgeft  of  worfliip  thw  7  his  nature  had  b 
<*  f)ri|iu|lly  divioe.'' 


s^ 
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This,  as  far  as  I  know,  is  adYaoced  on  yoot 
own  authority  only.  I  dcfire  to  know  where  yoii 
find  that  the  Ebionites  paid  any  kind  of  adoratioa 
to  Chriftj  afc€r  he  was  afcended  to  heaven^  more 
than  Theodotus  did.  As  the  extraordinary  powet 
communicated  to  Chrift  while  be  was  on  earth  did 
not  make  his  naiun  more  than  human,  h  neither 
could  any  power  conferred  upon  him  after  his 
afcenfion ;  and  if  God  idone  is  the  proper  objeft 
of  worihip,  Chrift,  being  ftil!  Mt  GoJ,  is  as  im^ 
proper  an  objeft  of  worlhip  now,  as  b%  was  be- 
fore. If  any  ancient  unicarians  worihipped  Chrift 
ifter  his  afcenfion  (of  which  I  believe  there  is  M 
evidence)  Theodotus  might  do  it,  and  the  Ebi- 
onites might  not,  for  any  thing  that  appears  to 
the  contrary.  Socinus  prayed  to  Chrift,  chough 
he  confidered  him  as  a  mere  xnan^  in  his  prefeiR 
exalted  fiate. 

As  to  your  fuppofitioo  that  Tbeodocos  might 
be  the  firft  perfon  who  taught  the  unicsrian  docs- 
trine  in  Rome,  which  is  a  feoond  plea  which  you 
advance  for  the  credit  of  Eufebius,  he  himfelf  fays 
nothing  about  it.  And  as  Tertullian  fays  that  in 
his  time  the  unitarians  were  the  greater  fart  of  the 
believers^  it  is  highly  improbable  that  there  (hould 
be  none  of  them  at  Rome,  where  there  was  a 
conflux  of  all  religions^  and  of  all  fe£ts. 

You  here  fpeak  of  the  impiety  oftlie  uniurians. 
Before  you  repeat  any  exprefTions  of  this  kind,  I 
beg  you  would  paufe  a  little,  and  confidcr  how 

H  4  fuch 
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fuch  language  might  be  retorted  upon  yourfelf.  If 
it  be  impiety  to  reduce  a  God  to  the  (late  of  a  man, 
0  it  not  equally  impious  to  raife  any  man  to  a  ftate 
of  equality  with  God,  that  God  who  has  declared  that 
he  will  not  give  his  glory  to  another,  who  has  no 
tqual,  and  who  in  this  refpe£t  ftiles  himfelf  a  jealous 
(jod  i  This  you  may  fay  refpe&s  the  gods  of  the 
heathens-  But  what  were  the  heathen  gods^  but 
either  the  fun,  moon,  and  ftars,  or  dead  men,  all 
creatures  of  Qod,  and  deriving  their  power  from 
him  ?  Ape}  if  Chrift  be  not  God^  he  mud  be  a 
Mature  of  God  too ;  for  there  can  be  no  meduim 
))etwecn  creature  and  creator.. 

I  do  not  call  it  impiety  in  you,  but  it  founds 
unpleafantly  in  my  ears,  to  apply,  as  you  do,  the 
term  boly  Fatbpr  to  Athanafius.  The  catholics,  i 
believe,  apply  it  to  Ignatius  Loyola.  Our  Saviour 
applied  it  to  his  God  and  Father,  and  I  wifli  it  had 
always  remained  fo  appropriated.  It  is  high  time 
to  drop  that  ftyle,  even  with  refpeft  to  a  more  holy 
man  than  Athanafius  was. 

II. 

In  a  work  of  great  variety  and  extent,  I  was  well 
aware  that  I  could  not  expe£t  to  efcape  all  over- 
fights ;  but  I  was  confident  they  could  not  be  of 
much  confequence.  The  expeAation  has  been 
verified  in  both  its  parts.  You  have  fct  me  right 
with  rcfpcft  to  the  cxaftnefs  of  two  of  my  qu§- 
ldiions\  and  I   fhould  have  thanked  you  for  it, 

'if 
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if  you  had  noted  the  ovcrfights  with  good-natiirc  %' 
which  would  have  done  you  no  difcredxCy  atid' 
might  not  have  kficned  the  weight  of  your  aniin-> 
adverfions. 

'  But  in  Tome  of  the  cafes  in  which  you  pretend  to 
fi!t  me  rights  you  are  much  more  miftaken  thanr 
I  have  been.  This  is  particularly  the  cafe  with  refpeft 
CD  your  cenfure  of  Dr.  Clarke  and  inyfelf,  con- 
Qerning  the  pieiy  albribed  to  the  ancient  unitarian^ 
by  Origen«  1  have  lately  procured  the  original,' 
and  i  appeal  to  our  readers  wl^etber  you  have  not 
mifreprefented  the  faft,  and  hot  Pr.  Clarke,  aif 
myfclf. 

You  (ay,  p.  34,  that  "  Origcn  fays,  not  that 
*^  they  were  pious,  but  that  they  boaftcd  that  they 
"  were  pious,  or  affefted  piety.  Piety,"  you 
add,  *'  and  the  afiedation  of  piety,  belong  to 
^'  oppofite  characters.''  According  to  you,  there- 
fore, Origen  conddered  the(e  unitarians  as  impious 
{ierfons,  the  very  reverfe  of  pious.  But  if  the 
paflage  be  carefully  infpefted,  it  will  appear  that 
Orig^,  notwithftanding  he  ufes  the  word  tv^ofAfPufi 
was  far  from  reprefenting  thefe  ancient  unitarians 
as  only  pretending  to  piety ^  and  boajiing  of  it ;  biit 
confidered  them  as  perfons  who  really  dreaded  leaft, 
by  admitting  Chrift  to  be  God,  they  (hould  infringe 
upon  the  honour  that  was  due  to  the  Father  pnly. 

"  By  thefe  means,"  he  fays,  **  may  be  explained 
(hat  which  greatly  difturbs  many  perfons,   who 

plead 
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plead  a  ptioctple  of  pktyt  And  who  fear  "  tb  make 
«^  two  Gods  "*.''  He  afterwards  recurs  to  the  lame 
iubje£t,  and  intraduces  it  as  an  objeAion  of  perfons 
vridi  whom  he  would  not  trifle,  and  whom  he  wat 
far  from  charging  with  hypocrify*  ^^  But  fince,*' 
he  rays»  ^^  it  is  probid)fe  that  many  may  be 
¥  oSeadedt  becaufe  we  fay  that  one  is  the  true 
^  God,  namely  the  Father,  and  befides  this  true 
*^  God  there  are  many  who  are  made  Gods  by 
^  partidpatioo ;  fearing  that  the  glory  of  him, 
V  who  excels  all  creatures,  Ihould  be  brought  down 
««  to  chat  of  others,  who  attained  the  appellation  of 
^f  Gods,  ice  f."  Oa  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think 
that  Origen  muft  have  thought  as  refpedfully  of 
thefe  early  unitarians  as  I  had  reprefented  him  to 
do^  and  diat  he  really  confidered  them  as  obje£ting 
to  the  doArine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl:  from  the 
rtvy  bed  principles. 

.  la  tr^nflaung  the  paiTage  in  Thcophilus,  in  which 
mention  is  made  of  God's  fpeaking  to  nothing  but 
his  own  word  and  wifdomj  I  inadvertently  ufed  the 
psurticle  or  for  and,  as  you  obferve,  p.  48  ;  but  1 
do  not  fee  bow  the  right  translation  is  at  all  lefs 

(•filrvf  JS/o  mvAyoftyffAi  -Jt^sf.    Comment,  in  Johannem» 
Edit.  Huedit  yoK  U.  p.  46. 

tihM^m  ^u  Tv  nfAlf^  dt^ctyyfiViouepv,  'vcepa  </!e  top  ctAiTiS-iroF 

nnf^ofmft^My^futir^yyjaiptfffif  See.  Ibid.  p.  47. 

favourable 
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fiivour&bfe  to  my  argument,  as  it  tArf  ftill  beia« 
terpretfed  of  God's  fpeaking,  as  it  wei«,  to  bimfi^^ 
or  to  bis  own  aUrihWj  and  by  no  means  Aeeeflarily 
implies  that  the  word  and  wi/Jom  of  God  were  dif^ 
tinft  perfons.  Jiowerer,  I  have  other  infttncei  in 
proiDJr  cf  what  I  hare  Advanced  that  are  not  Udste  CO 
any  charge  of  ambiguity,  which  it  therefore  bebovwl 
you  to  cortfider. 

I  Alio  m^faranflated  t  fentenee  in  Theophilus,  con* 
ceming  his /fim/y.  It  was  in  confequence  of  hift 
ufing  ft  fingiilar  vetb  inftead  of  a  pluril  \  but  I  have 
no  doubt  of  your  tranflation,  p.  59,  being  right, 
and  (hall  adopt  it.  I  am  ftill,  however,  fully  fatif- 
fied,  that  neither  Theophilus,  nor  any  perfon  of  his 
age,  made  a  proper  trinity  cf  perfons  in  the  Godhead  \ 
for  they  had  no  idea  of  the  perfect  equality  of  the 
iccond  and  third  perfons  to  the  fitft. 

You  fay,  p.  61,  ^*  that  they  fcrupled  not  to  afcrib* 
«  an  equal  divinity  to  all  the  three  perfons,"  If  by 
fptal  divinity  you  mean  fomething  that  might  be 
equally  called  divine^  though  in  a  different  fenfe,  I 
admit  it;  but  that  will  make  nothing  for  jF^r  tri* 
nity.  And  that  the  fathers  before  the  Council  of 
Nice  dferted,  in  the  moft  explicit  manner,  the  fu- 
periority  of  the  Father  to  the  Son,  fee  my  third 
fcftion,  in  which  you  will  find  unanfwenible  proof 
gf  it. 

Whenever  the  Anienicene  fathers  ufed  the  teftn 
ly^rf  abfohjtely,  they  always  meant  the  Fathct  dftly* 
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as  you  do  not  deny.  But  if,  in  their  idea,  the  Fa- 
ther had  been  no  more  entitled  to  the  appellation  ot 
'  Qod.than  the  Son,  or  the  Spirit,  they  would  cer- 
tainly have  confined  the  ufe  of  the  word  God  to  ex- 
prefs  divimty  in  general^  and  have  ufed  the  word  Fa- 
ibetj  and  not  God^  when  they  really  meant  the  Father 
only,  czcluGvely  of  the  two  otherperfons.  Had  there 
been  no  proper  correlative  to  the  word  Son^  as  a  per- 
fon»  your  explanation  might  have  been  attended  to, 
but  fince  the  term  Faiber  is  perfeAly  correlative  to 
the  term  So^^  and  as  familiar,  it  would  certainly  have 
been  ufed  by  them  to  denote  the  Father,  as  well  as 
the  term  Son  to  denote  the  Son.  It  is  natural, 
therefore,  to  conclude  that  their  cuftom  of  ufmg 
the  term  God  to  denote  the  Father  only,  was  de- 
rived to  them  from  earlier  times,  in  which  no  other 
than  the  Father  was  deemed  to  be  God,  in  any  pro- 
per fcnfe  of  the  word.  This  language  was  conti- 
nued long  after,  from  a  change  of  ideas,  it  ceafed 
to  be  proper. 

Very  happily,  the  word  God  is  ftill,  in  common 
ufe,  appropriated  to  the  Father^  fo  chat  none  but 
profefled  Theologians  are  habitually  Trinitarians, 
and  probably  not  even  thefe  at  all  times;  and 
while  the  fciiptures  are  read  without  the  comments 
of  men,  the  Father  alone  will  be  confldered  as  God, 
and  the  fole  objcA  of  worfhip,  exclufively  of  the 
Son  or  the  Spirit.  But  while  a  different  dodrine 
is  taught  in  chriftian  fchools,  and  continually  held 
up  lo  the  world  in  the  writings  of  chriftian  divines, 
(hofc  who  are  not  chriftians  and  who  will  not  take 

the 
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the  pains  to  ftudy  the  fcripturcs  themfelres,  mull 
receive  a  very  unfavourable  impreffion  of  our  re- 
ligion ;  and  the  manifeft  abfuitdicy  and  impiety  of 
our  doArine  will  effcftually  prevent  its  reception 
by  them.  1  therefore  think  it  of  the  grcateft 
confequence  to  chriftianity,  that  this  doftrine  of  the 
trinity  (which  I  confider  as  one  of  its  moft  radical 
corruptions)  ftiould  be  renounced,  in*  the  mod  open 
and  unequivocal  manner^  by  all  thofe  whofe  minds 
are  fo  far  enlightened  as  to  be  convinced  that  it 
is  a  corruption  and  an  innovation  in  the  chriftian 
doftrine,  the  revcrfe  of  what  it  was  in  its  primitive 
purity  i  and  that  they  Ihould  exert  themfelvcs  to 
enlighten  the  minds  of  others. 

I  am,  &c. 


The     concluding     Letter. 

Dear  Sir, 

I  HAVE  now  finifhcd  my  reply  to  your  anim- 
adverfions  on  my  Hijiory^  omitting  nothing 
Chat  I  think  to  be  of  any  confequence  to  your 
argument.  If  you  Ihould  think  that  I  have  over- 
looked any  thing  material,  and  pleafe  to  point  it 
out  to  me,  I  will  anfwer  it  as  explicitly  as  I  can  : 
for  I  hope  that  this  will  only  be  the  beginning  of 
our  corrcfpondence  on  riie  fubjeft,  as  I  would 
gladly  difcufs  it  with  you  in  the  fullcft  manner. 

I  only 
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I  only  wi/h  for  your  own  fake,  and  for  the  more 
advantageous  inveftigation  of  the  truth,  that  you 
would  drop  that  farcaftic  manner  oF  writing,  which 
ifi  fo  confpicuous  in  the  greater  part  of  your  pcr« 
formance,  and  1  fliould  think  peculiarly  improper 
for  the  occafion  on  which  it  was  compofed.  That 
mode  of  wriung  is  alfo  inconfiftent  with  the  com* 
pliments  you  fometimes  pay  me,  unlefs  ypu  meant 
them  to  be  ironical  alfo« 

Some  of  tbofe  compliments  arc,  I  think,  rather 
imprudent,  «nd  unfavounible  to  your  purpofe.  *^  In 
V  phik>fopbical  fubje^'^  you  lay,  p.  99,  **  Pr. 
*^  Prieftley  would  be  the  laft  to  realbn  from  prin- 
*^  ciples  afliimed  without  proof.  But  in  divinity 
*'  and  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,  he  experts  that  his 
**  own  aflcrdon,  or  that  of  writers  of  his  own 
<*  perfuafiQn»  hpwever  uninformed  or  prgudiced, 
^^  ihould  pafs  with  rhe  whole  chriilian  world  for 
^^  proof  of  the  boldcft  afiiimptions." 

You  Ihould,  indeed  Sir,  be  cautious  how  you 
lay  thefe  things  before  your  readers ;  becaufe  it  is 
very  polfible  that  they  may  draw  a  very  dif&rea^ 
conchifion  from  them  i  and  think  that»  if  I  bavy 
been  fo  camious,  and  fo  fuccefsful  in  the  invoftigjit 
tion  of  truth  in  one  province,  J  may,  having  the 
lame  talents,  make  the  lame  fuccefsful  application 
of  them  in  other  provinces*  For  the  fame  mem^l 
habits^  generally  accompany  the  fame  men,  i^ 
every  fcene  of  lite,  and  in  every  mode  of  exertion. 
Your  readers,  thercforet  (Day  tbisJt  it  very  impro* 

Ubie 
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biblt  that  a  work  written  with  £0  roucli  care  and 
actrntionp  by  fuch  a  perfon  as  you  defcribe  me  to 
be,  ihould  defcrve  the  charaAer  which  you  gire  of 
mine.  **  No  work,**  you  fa}*,  p.  66,  **  was 
^'  ever  ient  abroad  under  the  title  of  biftory^  coo* 
*^  taining  le&  of  truth  than  his,  io  proportion  to  ita 
*^  volume/'  The  paflEiges  which  I  have  quoted,  p. 
4.  1 1. 14.  and  S9»  are  grofs  and  coarfc  infulcs ;  but 
they  affeftyourfelf  only,  and  not  me.  ThisiamorQ 
extraordinary,  as  in  other  parts  of  your  workf 
you  write  with  great  candour  and  liberality.  Youf 
concIuQon  I  particularly  admire.  My  addrefstoyou 
on  the  fubjcA  oimafity  was  uniforfloJy  rc/pe^gl. 

It  was  particularly  illiberal  in  you,  and  wha^ 
I  am  wiJling  to  hope  you  will  never  repeat,  to 
ufe  tl^  term  am^nakU^  p.  a8,  in  faking  ^f  cb^ 
placca  of  public  vor&ipj  in  which  I  and  Mr^ 
Lindfey  officiate.  Would  not  that  cpntemp- 
tuous  appelJation  have  applied  equaJJy  weJl  tp 
the  Ibciccics  of  the  primitive  chrillianau  or  ro 
fihoic  of  all  the  diflcaters  irom  the  church  of 
Ronat  bcfive  the  xefiajtnation  ?  And  what  is  .if 
that  iiaa  ^ivcn  y#ur  places  pf  public  wpribip  a 
more  Jhonoorable  title,  but  the  ianftion  of  thp 
4ivUf9Wirs^  widh  which  my  religion  joevpr  bad 
any  aUianu.  I  glory  in  fuch  indcpendtocc*  aa^ 
opprobrium. 

::  Bj  4amemUk  is  ufually  meant  an  lud^wfid 
^fftmbfif.  Ait.fiace  theiaite  aft  of  panUameox.ia 
favour  mf  pU&ttcr^  wr  i>kiirca  of  woiAip  Me 

as 
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as  legal  as  yours.  Tiie  01117  difference  between 
them  is,  that  ours  are  not  fupporced  by  the 
wealth  of  the  ftate,  as  yours  are ;  fo  that  I  am 
unjuilly  compelled  to  contribute  to  your  main- 
tenance, while  you,  inllead  of  paying  any  thing 
towards  mine,  infult  me  for  it.  Our  meeting  boufei 
are  equally  known  to  the  laws,  and  proteded  by 
them.  If  by  conventicles  you  meant  nothing 
more  than  a  term  of  reproach,  the  good  manners 
of  the  prefent  age  ought  to  have  prote&ed  them 
from  I'uch  an  infulL 

If  yottf  pride,  as  a  cburcbman^  P-  7  ii  ^nd  the 

contemptuous  airs  you  give  yourfclf  with  rcfpeft 
to  difienters,  be  founded  on  the  idea  of  your'* 
being  a  member  of  a  great  ejlablijbmettt  ^  pray/ 
Sir,  what  is  your  church  eftablifliment  in  this 
country  ?  It  is  a  thing  of  yefterday,  compared 
to  the  far  more  ancient,  and  vcnrrable  church  of 
Home,  whofe  members  conGdcr  you  ^^/cbifmatic 
and  VLfiilery^  as  much  as  myfelf.  If,  on  the  con- 
trary, you  boaft  of  your  feparalim  from  the  church 
of  Rame^  that  mother  of  harlots^  and  abomnaiions^ 
confider  that  the  community  of  chriftians  to  which 
I  belong,  is  feveral  remm-^es  farther  from  her 
than  yours,  and  is  therefore  lefs  likely  to  be  oHt 
ef  tbdfe  barlotSj  of  which  fhe  is  the  mother. 

On  any  confideration,  therefore,  I  think  that 
a  ftyle  of  greater  modefty  would  have  become 
you  better.  The  time  is  approaching  thai 
-Will  try  every  msn^s  workj  what  it  is »  and  if  we 

learn 
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\carn  the  pure  faith  of  the  gofpcl,  and  our  lives 

be   conformable  to  it,  it  will  not  then  be  inquired 

vrh ether  we  learned  it  in  a  church  or  a  conventicle ; 

w»  a  church,  fuch  as  you  hiive  accefs  to,  and  from 

>^*^iich  i   am  excluded,  or  in  fuch  conventicles  as 

Ac  apoftles  were  contented  with. 

As  you  ftrongly  and  repeatly  recommend  the 
writings  of  Biftiop  Bull,  with  which,   I  own,  I 
Was  but  little  acquainted,  I  have  been  induced 
to  purchafe  them  ;  and  having  looked  pretty  care- 
fully through  tbemj  I  find  they  have  been  the  chief 
ftore-houfc  of  weapons   to   yourfelf  and   others. 
Having  found,  therefore,  where  your  great  ftrengtb 
tie  ,  I  cannot  help  wilhing  that  you  would  publifh 
the  whole  of  your  great  champion's  works  in  Eng- 
I'fli,  and  thus  pit  forth  all  yourftrengtb  at  once. 
Ic  would  give  me  fincere  pleafure  to  fee  you  c^o 
this,  and  at  the  fame  time  to  avow  yourfelf  their 
dt:fcndcn 


As  you   rank  yourfelf,  p.  5,  among   "  thofe 

*^   whom  the  indulgence  of  providence  has  re- 

**  leafed  from  the  more  laborious  offices  of  the 

*^  priefthood^s  to  whom  your   more  occupied 

**  brethren  have  a  right  to  lock  up  for  fupport 

**  and  fuccour  in  the  common  caufe,"  this  may 

be  one  of  the  "  fervices,"  to  which  "  you  ftand 

*'  peculiarly  engaged^^    as   well   as    to  anfwer 

•  I  find  no  trace  of  any  chriPlan  pnejibood  in  the  New 

Teftamcnty   except  what  belongs  to  all  clirilliant,  who  are 
^orativdy  Ailed  Kingt  ami  Prkps  tnt§  G9d. 

I  mv 


**  j,%it  &r  iir  ttetc'"  Ty^anmr  ir  rnoe  mnmsg 
vbtnr  ym?  rarir  vtiirkF  *■  tr  fiani:  m-tr  ^c 
**  cnanrpiimj  tr  tiir  sammJE  ^ct*.  anc  ne  af- 
**  y^KXicf  tff  inrir  order-  1:  s  iir  iheir  ir  -inrc 
**  oifftbc  sf;fr"5gTre  ;if  •rm-jI'T  sit  unnr  ric  ires 
**  1/  tin?   cf.a-i.:fc!nnit.    ti    iiniiribrnK::^   ie   ibc 

'    *^^  'Tt-iitrrt  ''r  t*irr"  brlkf  of  ±.    Tr-  isi*  t^^ 


tf 
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**  dtitfii]  «.^*r:;,-:^v.  fhar:  wart  zc  a  iarasr  iiai 
**  ft  ii  ca?  %T*','::*?T  fc^'j^  of  f^  ±Knrc  wr::ii 
"  h  a2!ocied  tVm  :3  Chrin'j  bz^Ljrs:^  And 
*^  (It*';/  w:l!  be  thrir  5;z-nr,  ir^i  iz~xcez2bk 
*'  L*>CT  pur/ifhmm:,  if  33  the  grrxr  csr  cf  rcc- 
**  k-onir.g  ::  !r:r,Ac  ifpe^r,  T'la:  cher  Livr rtcdved  : 
"  d.t  wi.^ti  of  a  fcr-'icc  which  hirh  sever  bee:i 

I  am  f/lad|  Sir,  to  find  chat  rcu  have  fo  juft  a  j 
fcnfc  of  the  important  duties  of  your  elevated 
fituacion  ;  and  thinking  the  tranflarion  of  biCiop 
Bull'k  works  to  be  naturally  comprifed  in  your 
dcfcription  of  the  duties  incumbent  upon  you  in 
it,  I  am  ready  to  join  with  your  weaker  treiirerft 
dh  you  call  them  (whofe  attainments  you  reprc 
lent  as  very  low)  in  inviting  you  to  undertake  it  i 
iinaginin{{,  as  I  fmcerely  do,  that  the  caufc  of 
11  uih  will  be  promoted  by  it.  And  to  fome  of 
lliufe  weaktf  heibren^  it  may  be  more  agreeable, 
an  well  a«  cake  up  lefs  time,  to  read  bifliop  Bull's 
workft  in  Englilh  than  in  Latin.    In  my  opinion, 

00 
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no  writings  are  more  eafy  to  be  refuted  than  thofe 
of  this  bifhop.  And  though,  incumbered  with 
what  you  call  the  laborious  offices  of  thepriefl:- 
hood,  as  well  as  engaged  in  a  variety  of  other  pur* 
fuits,  I  ihall  not  think  it  any  great  addition  to  my 
labours,  if  I  undertake  to  reply  to  you,  thus  ably, 
as  you  may  think  yourielf,  fupported. 

You  have,  I  perceive,  fome  advantages  which  I 
have  not,  efpecially  in  having  accel's  tofcarce  books. 
I,  for  infbnce,  had  not  fo  /nuch  as  heard  of  the 
work  of  Daniel  Zuicker,  from  which  you  fuppofe 
1  have  borrowed  mod  of  my  arguments  ;  whereas, 
you  appear  to  be  well  acquainted  with  it,  and  all 
the  writings  of  that  author,  or  you  could  not  haye 
faid  as  you  do,  p.  9,  "  Nor  is  a  fingle  argumeht 
'^  to  be  found  in  the  writings  either  of  Zuicker^ 
"  or  Epifcopius,  which  is  not  \inanfwerably  con- 
"  futed  by  our  learned  Dr.  George  Bull,  afterwards 
*'  Lord  Bifliop  of  St.  David's,  in  three  celebrated 
"  treatifes,  which  deferve  the  particular  attention 
"  of  every  one  who  would  take  upon  him  to  be 
*^  cither  a  teacher,  or  an  hiflorian  of  the  chriftian 
"  faith." 

You  Ihould  not,  however,  have  charged  mc 
with  borrowing  from  a  work  which,  though  in 
your  pofleffion,  you  might  have  known  was  not 
very  common.  A  learned  friend,  whom  I  defired 
to  enquire  for  it,  tells  me,  that  it  is  not  to  be  found 
at  any  bookfeller's  in  London,  in  the  Britifh  Mu- 

I  3  (cMm, 
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if  urn,  or  in  the  Bodleian  or  Sion  libraries;  and 
that  at  laft  he  enquired  of  particular  perfons 
moft  likely  to  have  it,  but  none  of  tbcm  could 
tell  him  ivhert  it  was  to  be  met  with*.  I  fhall  en- 
deavour, howevetf  to  roake  the  mod  of  fuch  books  as 
I  have>  and  in  time  I  may  be  able  to  procure 
more. 

But  what  is  of  more  importance  than  any  thing 
tlie  in  thefe  ftudies,  is  a  fincere  love  $f  truths  and 
a  cool  and  patient  inveftigation  of  it»  which  I  (hall 
endeavour  lo  cultivate.  I  hope  alfo  to  keep  my 
mind  always  open  to  conviAion,  and  that  I  Ihall 
not  negteA  to  avail  mylelf  of  any  light  that  may 
be  furniftied  me»  from  friend  or  from  foe. 

Hoping  to   hear  from   you  as  foon  as  your 
fcilure  will  permit ;  and  alluring  you  of  the  pleafure 
It  wilt  give  me  to  continue  this  correfpondence^ 
till  each  of  us  (hall  have  advanced  llhat  may  occur 
to  us  on  the  (ubjedt,     I  am. 
Dear  Sir, 
Your  very  humble  Servant, 
Bi  RMiNCHAM,  J.    PRIESTLEY. 

A  LTf mt<:r,    1783- 

•  I  find  in  the  General  Biographicmi  Didienmry^  under  the 
irticle  Ctflimiri »  that  Znicker  wrote  tbm  ekfimcts  of  his  originil 
Work*  entilled*  Imticen  Imticsrmm^  in  anfwer  to  Comenius ;  and 
tkut  biihop  Bull  WIS  accnfed  bjr  D.  Crellius  of  not  hiving 
TCtd  thofc  pieces^  for  wine  of  which  he  cenfared  Zuicker  for 
fciM  thinai  vrlucli  he  ochcrwife  would  not  hare  objeaed  to 
liim. 

^^  POST- 
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IN  this  Poftfcript,  bcfides  adding  a  few  jnores 
and  obfervations  relating  to  the  fubjeft  ot*  the 
preceding  letters,  I  fhall  infert  a  few  larger  articles, 
that  refpecl  the  concrovcrfy  in  general. 


L 

The  original  extrafts  from  Origen's  works  referred 
to,  p.  19,  20,  are  the  following  : 

The  old  Latin  Verjton. 

£t  cum  videris  cos  qai  ex  Judsis  crediderunt  in  Jefanit 
^liquando  quidem  tx  Maria  et  Jofepb  com  efle  putantes ; 
^iqnando  autem  de  Tola  Maria  et  fpiricu  fando,  vldebis,  &c. 
•^Q  Matt.  Trait.  13,  Opera  Latine,  vol.  ii.  p.  88. 

The  Greek  of  Huetins's  edition. 

Ktfi  tTrtf  i/Kf  TwrATo  I«/flt/»y  iy/riuoFj«K  6K  Tor  Imuvt^v 

•Vfpi    TV    r»?ITpS(     *lTi^tff      OT6    fJLi¥     itt     fJL<t^i±f     )y     TH     luff^^ 

<huh-»v  Av]o¥  itvcLif  ori  yLtf  %k  fJLttpittt  ynf  iJLovnf  )^  T«  3-f/» 
<&c.     Comment  in  Mate.  £d.  Huecii^  vol.  i*  p.  427. 


The  paffage  referred  to^  p.  %i. 

..   2ht«  it  i'vVitvAl  ^o».v^  uif  tiTiiy  friTifx^vlAf  190,  ffi»'!rwm 

Tor  f^F«r»  0i  Tifif  ifttf  Qhtyui  attavIu  ^iTi^tVKdfff/  dvjw 
u  vAf^ifKf  yzyirv^Ai,    Ibid.  p.  498. 

I  3  II.  Of 
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Of  Herefy  in  early  times. 

P.  33.  That  Ircnseus  did  not  mean  to  pafs  a 
fentence  of  what  wc  (hould  now  call  damnattQH  upon 
the  Ebionites  is,  I  think,  evident  from  what  he 
fays  concerning  them  in  the  21ft  chap,  of  his  third 
book,  and  which  has  the  appearance  of  great  harfli.- 
nefs.  "  If  they  perfift,"  he  fays,  **  in  their  error, 
**  not  receiving  the  word  of  incorruption,  they 
"  continue  in  mortal  flefh,  and  are  fubjeft  to  death, 
**  not  receiving  the  antidote  of  life  *."  The  idea 
of  this  writer,  and  that  of  the  Fathers  in  general, 
was  that  Chrift  recovered  for  man  that  immorta- 
lity which  Adam  had  loft;  fo  that  without  his 
interference  the  whole  race  of  mankind  muft  have 
perilbed  in  the  grave.  This  he  reprefents  as  the 
punifhment  of  the  Ebionites.  But  he  certainly 
could  not  mean  that  the  Ebionttes,  as/ucbj  fliould 
continue  in  the  grave,  while  all  the  reft  of  mankind 
Ihould  rife  from  the  dead.  He  muft,  therefore, 
have  nieant,  not  that  they  in  particular,  but  that 
mankind  in  general,  could  have  h^d  no  rcfurreftion, 
if  their  doftrine  had  been  true. 

P.  34.  Clemens  Alexandrinus  makes  frequent 
mention  of  berejes.  Almoft  the  whole  of  his  feventh 
book  of  Stremataj  relates  to  that  fubjcdl.      He 

•  Non  recipientes  vcrbum  incorroptionis  pcrfevertnt  in 
carne  morcali,  et  funt  debicores  mortis^  tntidotum  vits  ncn 
accipientes.  Lib.  3,  cap.  21^  p.  248. 

•    mentions 
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mentions  fourteen  different  herefiarchs  by  namcj 

and  ten  herefies  by  charader;  but  none  of  them 

bear  any  relation  to  the  Ebionites,  or  any  fpc- 

cies  of  unitarians,  all  of  them  refjieAing  Gnoiitica 

only.     He  particularly    fpeaks    of   the  pride  of 

heretics  in  general,  in  pretending  to  deep  fcience  ; 

whereas  the  Ebionites  were  always  defcribed  in  a 

very  diflfercnt  manner,  and  were  generally  treated 

with  contempt,   as '  well  as  abhorrence.  ^  On  the 

other  hand,  Whitby  fays,  that  this  writer  fpeaks 

of  the  do£brine  of  the  Logos  being  emitted  from 

the  Father  at  pleafure,  and  recalled  into  him  again, 

(which  Juftin   Martyr  mentions,  and  which  was 

hardly  different  from  proper  unitarianifm,  being 

the  doArine  of  Noetus,  Praxeas,  Sabellius,  and  Mar- 

cellus  of  Ancyra)  with  approbation.    He  alfo  fays 

it  is  particularly  remarkable,  that  Juftin  Martyr, 

though  he  did  not  approve  of  this  doftrine,  pafles 

it  without  any  cenfure,  or  mark  of  herefy  *. 

P.  34.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  par- 
ticular account  of  this  excommunication  of  the 
Ebionites  by  the  FatberSy  mentioned  by  Jerom; 
but  I  think  it  very  polfible,  that  it  might  have 
been  nothing  more  than  what  was  done  by  Viftor, 
biihop  of  Rome,  when  he  excommunicated  all 
the  Eaffern  churches  (of  whom  the  Ebionites 
were  the  chief)  becaufe  they  obferved  the  JcwiOi 
rules  in  fixing  the  time  of  Eaftcr;  fo  that  in  this 

*  Sententiam  hance,  qoam  poft  Noetum  et  Pinxeflfiif  Sabellitis 
propugnavity  Clementi  Alexandrino  ex  paedagogia  faa  placuiiTe 
oon  fine  raiione  exiftimo.    Difquifitioncf  Modefl»»  p.  173. 

I  4  .cxcom* 
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excommunication  no  mention  migbt  be  made  of 
any  other  tenet  or  cuftom  of  theirs,  beftdcs  this  in*, 
fiance  of  their  obftinate  adherence  to  Judaifm« 
The  rule  laid  down  by  Vi£tor  was  afterwards  con- 
firmed  by  the  council  of  Nice,  but  I  belicvC' 
without  any  fcntencc  of  exconnmunication  oa 
thofe  who  did  not  conform  to  it.  If  any  perfon 
will  give  me  any  more  light  with  refped  to  this 
fubjeftt  I  fhaU  be  truly  thankful  for  it. 

III. 

Om  the  t^ndua  pf  the  ApofiUs^  p.  ^^. 

To  thefe  obfervations  I  would  add,  tliat  as. 
among  the  twelve  apoftles^  there  mufl:  have  been 
men  of  very  different  tempers  and  abilities^  it  is  not 
probable  that  they  (hould  all  have  agreed  in  coa* 
du(5ling  tbemfelv^s  upon  the  plan,  of  not  divuig* 
ing  the  dodlrine  of  the  divinity  of  their  mafter, 
till  their  hearers  were  fufficiently  perfuaded  of  his 
mefTiahfhip.  Some  of  them  would  hardly  have 
been  capable  of  (b  much  refinement,  and  they 
would  certainly  have  differed  about  the  time  when 
it  was  proper  to  divulge  fo  great  a  fccret.  Be- 
fides,  the  mother  of  Jefus,  and  many  other  pcr- 
fons,  of  both  fexes,  muft  have  been  acquainted 
with  it.  For  that  this  fecret  was  flri^ly  confined 
to  the  twelve  ApoJiUs^  will  hardly  be  maintained. 
And  yet  we  have  no  account  either  of  their  in- 
ftrudions  to  aft  in  this  manner,  or  of  any  differ* 
ence  of  opinion,  or  of  conduft,  with  refpedt  to  it* 

It 
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Ic  might  have  been  expeftcd  alfo,  that  the  tn-^ 
formation  that  a  perfon  whom  they  firft  converfed 
with  as  a  manj  was  either  God  himfelf,  or  the 
maker  of  the  world  under  God,  fhould  have  been 
received  with  fome  degree  of  doubt  and  hefita- 
tion  by  fomc  or  other  of  them  ;  efpecially  as  they 
had  been  fo  very  hard  to  be  perfuaded  of  the  truth 
of  his  refurreftion,  though  they  had  been  fo  fully 
apprized  of  it  before  hand.  And  yet,  in  all  the 
hiUory  of  the  apoilles,  there  is  the  fame  profound 
filence  concerning  this  circumftance,  and  every 
other  depending  on  the  whole  fcheme,  as  if  no 
fuch  thing  had  ever  had  any  exiftence,  but  in  the 
imaginations  of  Athanafius,  Chryfoflom,  and 
thofe  other  Fathers  who  maintained  it ;  which  I 
therefore  believe  to  have  been  the  cafe,  and  that 
they  invented  this  hypothefis,  in  order  to  ac- 
count for  the  early  rife  and  general  ffrtai  of  the 
unitarian  doArine,  which  they  could  not  deny, 
and  of  which  it  may  therefore  be  conGdcrcd  as 
very  good  evidence. 

IV. 

Of  the  excommunication  of  TheodoSus  by  ViSor. 

It  may  be  objected  to  the  evidence  of  Tertul- 
Jian  concerning  the  major  part  of  chriftians  being 
unitarians,  that  about  the  fame  time  Viftor, 
bilhop  of  Rome,  excommunicated  Theodotuf 
of  Byzantium  for  denying  the  divinity  of  Chrifl:  \ 
which  it  may  be  thought  he  would  not  have  ven- 
tured to  doj  if  the  popular  prejudices  had  not 

been 
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been  with  him  in  this  buGncfs.  I  do  not  thinky 
however,  that  there  is  any  contrariety  between  thefc 
two  fads,  when  the  circumftances  attending  them 
are  du!y  confidered. 

TertuUian  lived  in  Africa,  where  there  fecms  to 
have  been  a  greater  inclination  for  the  unitarian 
do^ne  than  there  was  at  Rome,  as  we  may 
colled  from  the  remarkable  popularity  of  Sabellius 
in  that  country,  and  other  circumftances.  Atha- 
nafius  alfo,  who  complains  of  many  peribns  of  low 
underftanding  favouring  the  fame  principles,  was 
of  the  lame  country,  refiding  chiefly  in  Egypt  i 
though  be  had  feen  a  great  part  of  the  chriftian 
world,  and  was  no  doubt  well  acquainted  with  it  *. 

We  fliouid  likewife  confider  the  peculiarly  violent 
character  of  Victor,  who  was  capable  of  doing 
what  i'ew  other  perfons  would  have  attempted; 

*  I  think  it  very  prcbable  that  in  the  Wefiern  pans  of  the 
Romin  empire  in  general ,  there  were  alwsys  fewer  unitarians 
than  in  the  Eallern  parts ;  becaufe  the  gofpcl  was  not  preached 
fo  early  in  tlie  Wcftem  parts,  perhaps  not  to  ar.y  great  extent 
till  the  greater  part  of  the  c!ergy  were  infc^ed  with  platonifm. 
Thxa  might  have  b^en  the  cafe,  efpecially  in  fo  remote  a  country 
as  Gaul,  where  Irenxus  refiJed,  and  may  account  for  his 
treatiDg  the  dcArine  of  the  Ebionhes  with  more  foerity  than 
Jattiut  who  lived  lu  the  Eall»  where  ihey  were  more  numerous. 
On  the  fame  principles  w*e  miy  account  for  the  prevalence 
pf  Arianifm  in  all  she  barbarous  nations  bordering  on  the 
RoBwn  empire.  They  had  been  converted  to  chriilianity  chiefly 
bj  perfecuted  Arians*  But  AriaDifm  was  at  length  fupprefTed 
bf  ibe  influence  ol  the  church  of  Rome,  which  alfo  began 
19  cicommunicatc  ihc  proper  unitaxiacs,  in  the  perfon  of 
TKvodoitta. 

being 
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bcing  the  fame  pcrfon  who  excommunicated  all  the 
Eaftcrn  churches,  bccaufe  they  did  not  obferve 
Eafter  at  the  fame  time  that  the  Weftcrn  churches 
did ;  for  which  he  was  much  cenfurcd,  even  by 
many  bifhops  in  the  Weft. 

Such  an  excommunication  as  this  of  Theodotus 
was  by  no  means  the  fame  thing  with  cutting  a 
perfon  off  from  communion  with  any  particular 
churchy  with  which  he  had  been  ufed  to  communi- 
cate. Theodotus  was  a  ftranger  at  Rome,  and  it 
is  very  poflfible  that  the  body  of  the  chriftian  church 
at  Rome  did  not  intereft  themfelves  in  the  affair ; 
the  bifhop,  and  his  clergy,  only  approving  of  it. 
For  I  readily  grant  that,  though  there  were  fome 
learned  uniurians  in  all  the  early  ages  of  chriftianity, 
the  majority  of  the  clergy  were  not  fo. 

Theodotus,  befides  being  a  ftranger  at  Rome, 
was  a  man  of  fcience,  and  is  faid  by  the  unitarians 
to  have  been  well  received  by  Viftor  at  firft ;  fo 
that  it  is  very  poffible  that  the  latter  might  have  been 
inftigated  to  what  he  did  by  fome  quarrel  between 
them,  of  which  we  have  no  account. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  though  Viftor  cx- 
coninriunicated  this  Theodotus,  who  was  a  ftranger, 
and  had  perhaps  made  himfelf  confpicuous,  fo  as 
to  have  given  fome  caufe  of  umbrage  or  jealoufy 
to  him,  it  is  very  poffible  that  a  great  pro- 
ponion  of  the  lower  kind  of  people,  who  made  no 
,7)oile  or  difturbance,  might  continue  in  communion 

with 
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with  that  church,  though  they  were  known  to  be 
unitarians, 

I  am  not  difpofed  to  take  any  advanuge  of 
Dr.  Horfley's  fuppoGtion,  that  1  beodotus  might 
hold  the  unitarian  dodtrine  in  fomc  more  offenfive 
form  than  that  of  the  ancient  £bionites,  and  there* 
fore  might  be  more  liable  to  excommunication; 
becaufe  both  TertuUian  and  Theodoret  fay  that  he 
believed  the  miraculous  conception,  and  it  is  only 
Epiphanius  (who  lived  long  after  the  time  of  Tcr-v 
tullian)  who  aflerts  the  contrary*.  It  is,  indeed, 
pretty  certain  that  the  opinion  of  Jefus  being  the  foa 
of  Jofeph  began  foon  to  give  way  early  to  the 
authority  of  the  gofpels  of  Matthew  and  {.uke, 
and  that  it  became  extind:  long  before  the  do&ripc 
of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift. 

V. 

O/  J^fii^  Martyr's  account  of  the  knowledge  of  feme 
cbrijiians  of  low  rank. 

It  is  likewife  faid  that  the  teftimony  of 
TertuUian  is  exprcfsly  contradifted  by  Juftia 
Martyr t,  who  in  giving  an  account  of  the  cir- 
cumftances  in  which  the  platonic  philofophy 
agreed,  as  he  thought,  with  the  dodrinc  of 
Mofes,  but  with  refpeft  to  which  he  fuppofcd  that 
Plato  had  borrowed  from  Mofes,  mentions  the 
following   particulars,  viz.   ^'  the   power   which 

•  Tillcmoni's  Memoirs,  vol.  vii.  p.  n6. 
t  Edit.Thrilbj,  p.88. 

"  was 


Dr.     H     O     R     S     L    E    Y/  125 

•^  was  afterthe  firft  God,  or  the  Logos/*  aflbming 
the  figure  of  a  crofs  in  the  univcrfe,  borrowed 
from  the  fixing  up  of  a  ferpenc  (which  reprcfent- 
ed  Chrift)  in  the  form  of  a  crofs  in  the  wiicjcmefa;: 
and  a  third  principle,  borrowed  from  the  fpirit 
which  Mofes  faid  moved  on  the  face  of  the  water 
at  the  creation ;  and  alfo  the  notion  of  fome  fire, 
or  conflagration,  borrowed  from  fome  figura- 
tive exprcffions  in  Mofes  relating  to  the  anger 
of  God  waxing  hot.  "  Thefe  things,"  he  fays/ 
••  we  do  not  borrow  from  others,  but  all  others 
••  from  us.  With  us  you  may  hear  and  learn 
**  thefe  things  from  thofc  who  do  not  know  the 
••  form  of  the  letters,  who  are  rude  and  barbarous 
•'  of  fpeech,  but  wife  and  underftanding  in  mind; 
*'  and  from  fome  who  are  even  lame  and  blind  ;  fo 
"  that  you  may  be  convinced  that  thefe  things  are 
*'  not  faid  by  human  wifdom^  but  by  the 
**  power  of  God." 

But  all  that  we  can  infer  from  this  paflage  is^ 
that  thefe  common  people  had  learned  from 
Mofes  that  the  world  was  made  by  the  power  and 
wifdom  (or  the  Logos)  of  God  \  that  the  ferpent 
in  the  wildernefs  reprefented  Chrift;  and  that 
there  was  a  fpirit  of  God  that  moved  on  the  face 
of  the-  waters;  in  (hort,  that  thefe  plain  people 
had  been  at  the  fource  from  which  Plato  had  bor- 
rowed his  philofophy.  It  is  by  no  means  an  ex* 
plicit  declaration  that  thefe  common  people 
thought  that  the  Logos,  and  the  fpirit,  were  per- 
fons  diftinA  from  God.     Juftin  was  not  writing 

with 
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with  a  view  to  that  queftion,  asTertulliao  wasi 
but  only  meant  to  fay  how  much  more  knowledge 
was  to  be  found  among  the  loweft  of  the  chrif- 
tians  than  among  the  wifeft  of  the  heathen  phi* 
lofophers. 

Befides,  Juftin  is  here  boa/ling  of  the  know« 
ledge  of  thefe  lower  people^  .and  it  favoured  his 
purpofe  to  make  it  as  confiderable  as  he  could  ; 
whereas  Tertullian  is  complaining  of  the  circum- 
ftance  which  he  mentions,  fo  that  nothing  but 
the  conviction  of  a  difagrecable  truth  could  have 
extorted  ic  from  him.  The  fame  was  the  calc 
with  refpedl  to  AthanaGus. 

That  the  common  people  in  Juftin's  time 
ihould  underftand  his  dodrine  concerning  the 
perfoniBcation  of  the  Logos  is,  in  itfelf,  highly 
improbable.  That  this  Logos,  which  was  ori« 
ginally  in  God  the  fame  thing  that  reafon  is  in 
man,  Ihould  at  the  creation  of  the  world  aflume 
a  proper  perfonality^  and  afterwards  animate  the 
body  of  Jcfus  Chrift,  cither  in  addition  to  a  hu- 
man foul,  or  inftead  of  it,  is  not  only  very  abfurd* 
but  alfo  fo  very  abjirufe^  that  it  is  in  the  highcft 
degree  improbable,  a  priori,  that  the  conunon 
people  Ihould  have  adopted  it.  The  fcriptures, 
in  which  they  were  chiefly  converfant,  could  never 
teach  them  any  fuch  thing,  and  they  could  not 
have  been  capable  of  entering  into  the  philofo* 
phical  refinements  *  of  Juftin  on  the  fubjeft. 
Whereas,  that  the  common  people  ihould  have 

believed 


Dr.        H    0    R    S    L    E    Y.  r-7 

believed  as  TertuUian  and  Athanafius  reprefent 
them  CO  have  done,  viz«  that  there  is  but  one 
God ;  and  that  Chrift  was  a  man,  the  meflenger 
or  prophet  of  God^  and  nofecond  God  at  all,  the 
rival  as  it  were  of-rthe  firft  God,  is  a  thing 
highly  credible  in  icfelf,  and  therefore  requires 
Icfs  external  evidence. 


VI. 

Of  the  pajfagc  in  Jujiin  Martyr  concerning  the 
Unitarians  of  bis  time  *• 

I  think  myfclf  poffefled  of  fo  much  evidence 
in  favour  of  the  unitarian  doArine  having  been 
maintained  in  the  iirft  ages  of  chriftianity,  that  I 
have  no  occaQon  to  be  folicitous  about  trifles  with 
refpe£t  to  it  \  and  even  with  regard  to  the  much- 

contefted 

*  KtLi  yaf  itrt  TtPff,  ato  th  it;jii]ifin  yivttf  ofJLoKoy^im 
atPiov  Xf/$"07  iit'Ai,    ifpd^-'T^y  /t  §5  ^v^f^'^^v^  yiy^fxtvor 

Ktv^fA^^a  VTT*  au7tf  7v  Xfcey  vit^t&Ai^  a>}m7oi<  ActT«/ 
£dic.  Thirlbj,  p.  234. 

Thus  rendered  by  my  opponent  the  Monthly  Reviewer. 

There  are  fome  of  our  profefTion  who  acknowledge  him  co  be 
the  Chrill,  and  yet  maintain  that  he  was  a  man  born  in  the 
natural  way ;  to  whom  I  could  not  yield  my  aflent,  no  not 
even  if  the  majority  of  chriilians  fhbuld  think  the  fame; 
beciafe  we  are  commanded  by  Chrill  himfelf  not  to  rely  on 
haman  do^rines,  but  to  receive  thofe  which  vf^t^  publifhsd  by 
the  blefTed  prophets,  and  which  he  himfelf  tau^h:  ur;. 
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contefted  paflage  in  Jiiftin  Martyr,  above  referred  tOf 
and  of  which  1  made  fome  ufe  in  my  late  Hifiory^ 
Tol.  i.  p.  1 7,  it  is  quite  fufHcient  for  my  purpole 
chat  the  writer  here  fpeaks  of  uniurians  with  u:nder- 
nefs,  and  is  far  from  treating  them  as  heretics  ;  and 
in  this  I  think  every  reafonable  man,  who  confiders 
the  manner  in  which  this  writer  fpeaks  of  bertiks 
in  general  (on  which  occafion  h?  fpccitics  none  but 
Gnoftics)  will  agree  with  me.  If  any  perfon  think 
otherwifc,  I  have  nothing  farther  to  fay,  and  our 
readers  muft  judge  between  us. 

I  cannot  help  thinking,  however,  with  my  learned 
Vindicator^  that  this  pafi^  more*  critically  exa- 
mined, furnifhes  a  dill  ftronger  evidence  in  favour 
of  the  prevalence  of  the  unitarian  doftrine  in  the 
time  of  Juftin, 

I.  Let  it  be  confidered  that,  in  this  place,  as 
well  as  in  his  writings  in  general,  he  labours  the 
proof  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  (hewing  that 
ir  is  confonant  to  the  principles  of  Platonifm,  and 

By  my  Vindicator,  more  liierally- 

Thcrc  are  fome  of  our  race  [viz.  Gentiles]  who  acknowledse 
him  to  be  the  Chrtft»  and  yet  mainuin  that  he  was  a  man 
born  in  the  natural  way,  to  whom  I  do  not  afient,  though  the 
minority  may  hare  told  me  ihac  they  had  been  of  che  fame 
opinion,  &c. 


come^rc  Uut  the  original  reading   was    vutltfu, 
'  «/iaf7ip«  I  and  then  it  Ihould  be  rendered  fome  of 
t^'  *w»i  meaning  the  Jcwifli  chriftuns.    Boi  there  ia  no  lotho- 
:jr  thiifromuiy  auufcripc. 

I  alfo 
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a]fo  deduciblic  froui  the  writings  of  Mofcs^  and 
other  parts  of  tfaf:  Jewi(h  fcriptures,  without  re* 
ferring  to  any  other  writer  in  fuppoit  of  what  ht 
advanced 

2.  He  docs  not  ule  a  iingle  acrimonious  expref^ 
fidtt^gainfttbole  who  differed  from  him  with  refpe^ 
to  ki  which  is  jufl:  as  any  man  would  do  who  (hould 
write  in  defence  of  a  ndrei,  or  not  very  prevaleiiC 
opinion^  and  OQe»  of  which  himiclf  was  the  principal 
abettor.  He  even  provides  a  retreat  in  cafe  he  ihould 
not  be  able  to  prove  his  point ;  laying  ifaatt  though 
he  ihouMf  fail  in  this,  it  would  not  follow  that  h^ 
waft  naiftaken  in  the  others  for  that  (till  Jefus 
might  be  the  Mefliah  ^ which  was  evidently  H' 
matter  of  the  firft  confequence  with  htm)  though 
he  fhould  be  nothing  more  than  a  man. 

3.  He  talks  of  not  being  overborne  by  the  au- 
thority of  any  number  of  oaeo^  even  his  feliov 
thrifttanSj  but  would  adhere  to  the  words  of 
Chrift^  and  the  feme  of  fcripture ;  which  is  a  (lyle 
almoft  peculiar  to  thofe  whofe  opinions  are  either 
cynte  novel,  or  at  leaft  not  very  prevalent^ 

4.  The  phrafe  <^  Dcifher  do  I  agree  with  tbf . 
'*  ouy^rity  of  cbrifttaos^  who  may  have  obje^4 
*^  to  my  opinioD/^  wbich  i$  hearty  the  moft  litc^ 
ral  rendering  of  the  ^aflage  (though  I  would  n<H 
be  underftood  to  lay  much  ilrcia  on  that  circunni^ 
ftancey    wiJi  natvialiy  be    cofiftmed  M   nneao 

K  that 
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that  the  majority  aftually  Mi  make  iehe  ofajeftiov 
or  that  Juftin  furpeded  they  mi^i  vMkt  it;? 

When  I  confider  thefe  circumftances,  nnd.vUb 
how  apt  all  perfons  are  to  make  their  own  paitf 
more  numerous  than  it  really  is^  I  am  indnifed^io 
think  that,  even  if  the  paflage  inigbo.bevltirftf'' 
a  conftruflton  as  that  Juftin  meant  w  infidvaie-' 
that  the  majority  were  with  him,  yetthat  itwotAdh 
not  be  the  moft  natural  conftmftion,  or  a'  f^fif^^ 
cient  atfthorityto  conclude  tfaatifochwwitheiMP 
I^thereibc?  chipk  that^  upon  the  wholes  ciicr^|>if^" 
fage  hu  lAl  the  0fp$mrMc$^ m ^pthff-^i^bkA  \t 
aril  that  I  have  aflerted)  for  an  optnioardMltalt 
ffom  that  which  in  his  time  wm  commoolyKVtto 
ocivcd  on  the  ftibgeft.  "  r*  ^  vi>^ 

I  am,  no  doubt,  influenced  in  my  conftrac- 
don   of  this  particular  paffiige,    by  the  pei^ 
iiiafion  that  I  have,  from  other  independent -cti*< 
dence,  that  the  unitarians  were,  in  faft,  the^tw-^ 
jority  of  chriftians  in  the  time  of  Juftin;  that  he 
therefore  knew  this  to  be  the  cafe,  and  could*  not 
mean  to  infinuate  the  contrary.    Another  perfiM!,' 
having  a  different  perfuafion  concerning  the  ftate 
of  opinions  in  that  age,  will  naturally  be  inclined 
to  put  a  different  conftru6):ion  upon  this  pafiage* 
In  this  cafe  I  only  wifli  that  he  would  fufpend  hia 
judgment  till  he  has  attended  to  my  Other  aigu- 
ments ;  and  afterwards  he  may  perhaps  fee  thia' 
paflage  in  the  fiune  light  in  which  I  do* 

The 


■> 
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The  word  >er^>  I  think  with  my  learned  friend, 
refers  10  natural  defcent^  and  I  therefore  conclude 
that  Juftin  here  meant  not  chriftians  in  general, 
but  gentile  chriftians  in  particular;  becaufe, 
as  he  18  oppofing  the  opinion  concerning  Chrifl:^ 
which  made  him  to  be  «  man  barn  of  men^  not  to 
the  doArine  of  the  miraculous  conception^  but 
only  to  his  pre-exiftence,  tfie  only  idea  that  he  had 
in  his  mind,  and  to  which  he  attended,  was  that 
of  Kxijimple  bumamty ;  and  we  have  pofitive  evi- 
dence that  this  was  the  dbftrine  of  all  the  Jewifh 
chriftians,  fo  that  he  could  not  fpeak  of  fome  of 
them  holding  it  and  others  not.  Whereas  the 
gentile  chriftians  were  divided  on  that  fubjedt ; 
and  fome  of  them  even  later  than  this,  viz.  in 
the  time  of  Origen,  held  that  in  the  flridteO:  lenfe 
of  the  exprelfion,  Jefus  was  a  man  born  of  man, 
being  the  fonof  Jofeph  as  well  as  of  Mary.  I  there- 
fore think  that  Juftin  meant  the  gentile  chrif- 
tians,  omitting  the  Jewilh  chriflians,  whofe 
fentiments  he  migh  t  fuppofe  to  have  been  well 
known  to  the  learned  Jew,  with  whom  he  was 
converfing. 

Tillemont  fome  where  fays  that  the  majority 
of  the  Ebionites,  feem  to  have  believed  that  Chrift 
was  the  fon  of  Jofeph  ;  and  as  I  find  no  mention 
of  two  forts  of  Ebionites  (one  of  them  believ- 
iog  the  miraculous  conception  and  the  other  not) 
before  the  time  of  Origen,*  it  is  probable  that  in 
i|ie  time  of  Juftin  the  Jewifh  chriflians  were  aU 
mod  wholly  Ebionites  of  the  oldeft  denomina* 

K  a  tion^ 
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liQb>  briMpring  Chrift  to  be  mifi  bom  of  man, 
b  dieftrifieft  feofe  of  thephcafe;  and  tfacfdM 
that,  IB  this  nSpcA  alfoi  thare  could  haf«  bfettft 
no  pretence  for  any  inflnMtion  that  die  jeiH^ 
chriAians  were  divided  on  this  points  iHd-ftS 
iefsj  that  thofe  among  tfvem  whp  belief^  Jefofef 
to  be  a  man  bom  of  many  iif«re  not  m  rUtf 
great  nujoritj  of  them«  .,.:> 


It  it  plain  Unm  the  eacifteiitc  of  ibctr  iiMHiiMy 
both  among  Jews  and  Gemfles»  in  the  tiii»«# 
Origfo^  and  .probably  moch  taier,  iiMA:'«N» 
long  aftfr  At  publicadon  of  the  ^gcdpnh^  Mlh 
tbew  and  Lobe^  even  in^their  pK^nc  hrm^\J^jttt 
micdng  that  ibete  nrif^  be  fome  doiibt  pAmgy 
to  the  introdoftiMs  to  theoii  when  thef  wwa 
firft  pnbliiMd)  thait  they  cxmfideitd  thftfe«MiiP« 
gelifti  fitfptjr  as  MJtaHMs,  and  by  no  tftmrn^- 
jnTpired  writers  I  lb  that  tbey  riipoght  dieflnidM^ 
acKberty  toadndt  or  dtfipcgml  their  Wt&motfum 
particular  fads^  according  to  their  opinion  of  ibeic 
evidence  being  competent,  or  not  compeieni^  in: 
thofe  particular  cafes.  I  have  frequently  wnmei. 
myfelf  not  to  be  a  believer  in  the  infpiration  of 
the  evangelifts  and  apoftles  usmiHrs^  and  have 
given' ttiy  fe^lbns  pretty  much  at  laige  ferM)r 
opinion.  I  therefore^  with  thefe  ancient  amiMK 
rians,  hold  this  fubjeft  of  the  miraciilous  tOtt«> 
ception  to  be  one>  with  refpeft  to  which  any«pRfu 
fon  is  fully  at  Kberty  to  think  as  the  evidcMM^ 
flndl  appear  to  him^  without  any  impeachnieHr 
of  his  faith  or  charafter  as  a  chrtftian. 
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I  Ihall  conclude  this  article  with  oblenrtng  that, 
without  attending  to  nunute  criticifms,  it  is  quite 
fufficient  for  my  purpofe*  that  thefe  ancient  unita- 
rian chriftians,  whether  they  held  the  miraculous 
conoq>tion  or  not,  whether  they  were  Jews  or  Gen<^ 
tiles,,  or  whether  Juftin  meant  to  reprefent  them  as 
ftridly  fpeaking  the  majority  of  chriftians  or  other- 
wife,  were  not  treated  by  him  as  heretics. 
From  this  circumftance  alone  it  may  be  concluded, 
that  they  were  very  numerous ;  becaufe  wbeneTcr 
unitarians  have  not  been  very  numerous,  and  made 
a  refpedable  figure  among  chriftians,  they  have 
always  been  confidered  with  great  abhorrence,  an4 
have  been  cut  off  from  communion  with  thofe  of 
the  orthodox  perfuafion. 

With  what  rancour  does  Eufebius  treat  tliis  clafy 
of  chriftians,  both  in  his  hiftory,  and  in  his  treauic 
againft  Marcellus  of  Aocyra;  when  we  know,  from 
Athanafius  and  other  authorities,  that  they  were, 
St  that  time  very  numerous  (though  among  the 
lower  daflbs  of  people)  and  probably  in  all  parts  of 
the  chriftian  world. 

When  thefe  things  are  duly  confidered,  it  can 
hardly  be  ima^ned  but  that,  let  this  paflage  in  Juftin 
be  conftnied  in  any  manner  that  the  words  can 
poflibly  bear,  it  will  be  fufficiently  to  my  purpofe, 
and  authorize  all  the  ufe  that  I  have  made  of  it. 
But  I  can  very  well  ^pare  the  paflage  altogether^ 
thinking  that  I  have  evidence  enough  of  my  gene- 
nl  pofition  without  it.  After  all  the  attention 
Kj  which 
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which  I  havegivcn  to  tl|tt  fubjeft»:I  tec  no  outtflrial 
objedioa  co  the  manner  in  which  I  have  expve£U 
myfelf  concerning  it  in  my  Hiftory.  I^  however^ 
there  fhould  be  a  demand  for  a  new  editkm  of  that 
workt  I  (hall  endeavour  to  make  it  as  little  eiiccp^ 
tionable  as  poplbkj  conMebt'with  my  own  ml[ 
opinion.  .    .        \ 

'    YII. 

QftUfirfi  Mibwr  qf  ibe  doOrim^f  $ki  ffmOfO^ 
ferfimdUy  9f  tb0  LfQgps.  ..^ 

I  have  -given  a  g^ood  deal  of  attention  to  tUi  filb" 
jeft,  apd. from  9  careful  perufal  pf  a  confidarabb- 
part  of  Juftin  Martyr's  wridngs,  I  diink  it  ircff 
probable  that  he  was  either  the  foft^  or  one '  oF  Ihs 
Qrfty  who^advanccfl  the  dodrine  of  the  fiermiMjaflt 
peribnality  of  the  Lx>gos.  I  d^k  he  wrlttft'tt  if 
this  was  the  cafe}  but  rvrifh  that  fbme  otfrr  wrioft 
would  give  his  works  a  ^lore  careful  perufiu  wiUi 
that  particular  view.  He  was  probably  die  deleft^ 
pf  the  authorities  quoted  by  tlie  anonymous  writer 
referred  to  by  Eufebius,  as  the  Clemens  mentioiied 
along  with  him,  was  probably  not  Cleroens  Ito^ 
snanus,  \mt  Clemens  Alexandrinqs,  who  was  l|ter 
than  Juftin  Martyr.  Had  there  been  any  preteno; 
for  quoting  Hegefippus  as  a  maintainer  of  the  di« 
vinity  of  Cbrift,  he  would  certainly  have  been  men- 
tioned in  preference  to  Juftin  Martyr,  or  any  others 
in  the  lilt  \  not  only  becaufe  he  was  an  carlier 
writer,  but  chiefly  becaufe  he  was  one  of  the  Jewiih 
chriftions,  who  d^  wel}  )uK)wp  not  (o  have  favonre4 
^)at  opinioq. 
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As  to  the  bymns  ufcd  by  chriftians,  and  faid  to 
have  \xcnfrom  the  beginning  (<Trtfx»0  hy  thofe  who 
were  friends  to  theTuppofed  doftrine  of  them,  no  in- 
fereoGe  can  bi't\y  be  drawn  from  them  ;  becaufe  iivi- 
mty  may  be  afcribed  to  perfons  in  very  dilFertnt  lenfes, 
and  ibme  of  them  very  innocent  ones ;  and  as  to 
thrir  anfiquify^  it  is  very  poflible,  for  any  thing 
that  appears  to  the  contrary,  that  they  migin  have 
been  thofe  very  •hymns  which  were  rejected  by 
Pfulus  S^mofatenQs  on  account  of  their  novelty^ 

VIIL 

Maxims  ofbijiorical  cridcifm. 

Though  the  maxims  of  hiftorical  criticinn  are 
thingis  that  are  well  under  flood  by  all  perfons  wlio 
attend  to  them  (and  indeed,  as  they  are  the  ultimate 
principles  of  all  rcafoning  on  thefe  fubjcdts,  it  would 
otherwifc:  be  in  vain  to  appeal  to  them  at  all)  it  may 
not  be  unuieful  to  enumerate  them,  and  to  illuftrate 
filch  of  them  as  may  fcem  to  require  it.  Things 
ol  a  funilar  nature  have  been  done  by  all  mathema- 
ticians and-  critics.  By  the  former  thefe  ultimate 
proportions  are  called  axioms^  and  by  the  lattej: 
ww«/  efcriticifm\  and  as  1  wilh  to  reduce  the  fpe- 
cies  of  cricicifm  with  which  I  and  my  opponents 
aitnowconverfant,  to  the  greateft  certainty,  I  have 
folbwed  their  example.  1  have,  however,  made  no 
general  fyftem,  but  have  only  noted  fuch  particulars 
tt  I  mylelf  have  had  occalion  iov\  and  even  this  I 
am  far  from  pretending  to  have  executed  with  per- 
fcft  accuracy  j  but  I  give  it  as  a  Jkitcb^  to  be  ex- 
K  4  amincd 
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irnnoedat  leirure,  and  to  be  reified' where  ic  iha] 
|i|)pear  to  be  rtsquifitc 

Thefe  inanqis  areadpptedtpthefQltowittg>iiMMi; 
c^/^ti^  of  thole  arguments,  which  1  apprehend  tftiblli 
iny  principal  pofitfoii)  viz.  thut  ttie  ch  iftiuii  cbim 
was  originally  unitarian;  and  therefore  lha^e«n'tieM 
to  each  of  them  the  number  of  that  article  in  di 
Jkmm^  view  to  which  they  correfpond,  that  the* 
jnay  be  compared  together.  I  with  thtt  Di 
Horflcy,  and  other  trinitarians,  would  in  like  man 
per  reduce  into  axioms  the  principles  on  which  the 
proceed,  that  they  may  be  compared  with  mine 
luid  perhaps  wc  niay  by  this  means  be  alBfted  ii 
coming  to  a  proper  ifltie  in  this  controverfy.  1 
my  opponents  will  derife  any  other  method  thai 
fliall  appear  to  be  better  adapted  to  ^am  the  lanr 
dcfirable  epd»  I  Qiall  heartily  concur  in  it,  ab 
inform  to  it. 

I. 
When  two  pcrfons  give  different  accounts  o 
things,  that  evidence  is  to  be  prcferre d,  whiA  i 
either  m  itself  more  probable,  or  more  agreeable  y^ 
othqr  credible  teftimony. 

z. 

Neither  is  entire  credit  to  be  given  to  any  fet  c 

^en  with  refped  to  what  is  reputable  to  therm,  no 

to  their  ene^nies  with  refped  to  what  is  diift 

putable  \  but  the  account  given  by  the  one  ipay  t 

balance4  by  that  of  the  other.    Summary  Vien 

4  3.  Account 
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3- 

Accounts  of  any  ftt  of  men  given  by  tbdr  enc- 
piies  only  are  always  fufpiciogs.  Bu(  the  confe& 
fions  of  enemies,  and  circumftances  JFavourable  to 
any  body  of  men,  coUeded  from  the  writings  of 
^ir  adveriaries,  are  deferving  of  particular  regard. 

4. 
It  is  more  natural  for  men  who  wifli  to  fpeak 
difpaiiagingly  of  atiy  io6t  to  undervaloe  their  num- 
bers, as  well  as  every  ibing  clfisKliHiag  to  them  ; 
and  it  is  equally  natural  for  tbofe  who  wilh  to  ipedc 
refpcftfully  of  any  party,  to  reprdentthe  members 
of  it  as  more  numerous  than  they  arc;  Summiuy 
View,  No.  13. 

..    :    .      5-  ...'./ 

When  perfons  form  tbemfelves  iafio  fiidptiab:A» 
as  to  be  diftinguiftiable  from  others,  they  never  fail 
to  get  fomc  particular  namey  either  afliimed  by 
themfelves,  or  impofed  by  others.  This  is  ne- 
ceiFary  in  order  to  make  them  the  fubjeft  of  con- 
verfanon,  long  periphrales  in  difcourie  biing  vtrjf 
inconvenient.     Summary  View,  No.-8, 

7 

6.  .    .  :;:  ■ 

When  particular  opinions  are  afcribed  to  a  par- 
ticular clafs  of  men,  without  any  diftinAioQ  of  the 
^me  when  thofe  opinions  were  adopted  by  themi^ 
it  may  be  prefumed,  that  they  wtrc  fuppofed  cp 
jiold  diofe  opinions  from  the  time  that  they  fct- 
puy^d  their  denoRHnatiOBu   Sumauuy  View»  No.4r 

i\  When 


\ 
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7- 
When  a  particular  defer! ption  is  given  of  a  dais 
of  perfons  within  any  period  of  time,  any  perfon 
who  can  be  proved  to  have  the  proper  chara^er  of 
one  of  that  clafs,  may  be  deemed  to  have  belonged 
to  it,  aiid  to  have  enjoyed  all  the  privileges  of  if, 
whatever  they  were.    Summary  View,  No,  9.  " 

8. 
When  mihiftorian,  or  writer  of  any  kind,  profeff- 
edly  enumerates  the  kveral /pedes  belonging  to  any 
genus^  or  geii<?ral  body  of  men,  and  omits  any  par- 
ticular fpecie$«  or  denomination,  which,  if  it  |uvi 
belonged  to  tjie  genus,  he,  from  his  Ikuatioq  and 
circumftances,  was  not  likely  to  have  overlopke^^ 
it  may  be  prefumed  that  he  did  not  confider  that 
particular  fpecies  as  belonging  to  the  genus.  Sum- 
mary View,  No.  7. 

9. 

Great  changes  in  opinion  are  not  ufually  made  of 
a  fudden,  and  never  by  great  bodies  of  men.  That 
hillory,  therefore,  which  reprefents  fuch  changes  as 
having  been  made  gradually,  and  by  eafy  fteps,  is 
always  the  more  probable  on  that  account.  Sum« 
mary  View,  No.  i6t 

xo. 

The  common  or  unlearned  people,  in  any  coun-* 
try,  who  do  not  fpeculate  much,  retain  longeft  any 
opinions  with  which  their  minds  have  been  much 
imprefled  %  and  therefore  we  always  look  for  the 
•Ideft  opinions  in  any  country,  or  any  clafs  of  men^ 

among 
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among  the  common  people,  and  not  among  tbe 
learned.    Summary  View,  No.  i^i  14.  . 

If  any  new  opinions  be  introduced  into  a  fociety^ 
they  are  moft  hkeiy  to  have  introduced  them,  who 
held  opinions  limilar  to  thtm  before  they  joined 
that  fociety.     Summary  View,  No.  15, 

'1 

If  any  particular  opinion  has  never  failed  to  ex-  * 
cite  great  indignadon  in  all  ages  and  nations,  where 
a  contrary  opinion  has  been  generally  received, 
and  that  particular  opinion  can  be  proved  to  have 
exifted  in  any  age  or  country  when  it  did  not  excite 
indignation,  it  may  be  concluded  that  it  had  many 
pruzans  in  that  age  or  country.  For  the  opinion 
being  the  fame,  it  oould  not  of  itfelf  be  more  re« 
fpedtable;  and  human  nature  being  the  fame^  it 
could  not  but  have  been  regarded  in  the  fame  light, 
ib  long  as  the  fame  flrefs  was  laid  on  the  oppolite 
opinion.    Summary  View,  No.  i.  ii,  iz. 

'  '1 
13- 

When  a  time  is  given,  in  which  any  very  re- 
markable and  intereftti^  opinion  was  not  believed 
by  a  certain  clais  of  people,  and  another,  time 
in  which  the  belief  of  it  was  general,  the  intro^ 
dudion  of  fuch  an  opinion  may  always  be  known 
by  the  efitfts  which  it  will  produce  upon  the 
minds,  and  in  the  conduct  oC  men ;  by  the  alarm 
which  it  will  g^ve  to  fojnej  and  the  defence  of  it  by 

lathers. 
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others.  IF,  therefore,  no  alarm  was  given,  and 
no  defence  of  it  was  nmde  within  any  particular  pe* 
riod,  it  may  be  concluded  that  the  introdu6Hon  of 
it  did  not  take  place  within  that  period.  Sum- 
mary  View,  No,  a,  3-  6. 

14. 

When  any  particular  ofMnion  or  praAice,  is  n^ 
cefiarily  or  cuftomarily  accompanied  by  any  other 
opinion  or  pradice ;  if  the  latter  be  not  found  within 
«iy  particular  period,  it  may  be  prefumed  diat^^ 
ibrmer  did  not  ezift  ^thin  that  period.  Sum- 
4iury  Vkw^  No.  5. 

IX. 

jlfunmary  view  of  ibe  evidence  for  the  primitive 
£brifiiaHS  having  held  the  doSrine  of  ibe/impU 
humaniey  of  Cbrifi^ 

I.  Ic  is  acknowledged  by  early  writers  of  the 
orthodox  perfuafion,  that  two  kinds  of  herefy 
cxifted  in  the  times  of  the  apoflles,  viz.  that  of 
thofe  who  held  that  Chrifl  was  fimply  a  man; 
«nd  that  of  the  Gnoftics ;  of  whom  fome  be- 
lieved that  Cfarifl:  was  man  only  in  appearance^ 
mnd  others  that  it  was  only  J^fusy  and  not  the 
Cbrifi  (a  pre-exiftent  fpirit  who  defcended  from 
heaven  ami  dwelt  in  him)  that  fuffered  on  the 
oofs.  Now  the  apoftle  John  animadverts  with 
Khe  greatcft  feverity  upon  the  latter,  but  .nukes 
po  mention  of  the  former  1  and  caq  it  be  thought 

probable 


/ 
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>bable  that  he  would  pafs  ic  without  cenfoxe, 
he  had  thought  it  to  be  an  error;  confidcring 
w  greats  and  how  dangerous  an  error  ic  has 
rays  been  thought  by  thofe  who  have  confi- 
-ed  ic  as  being  an  error  at  all  ?     Manm  i2» 

E.  The  great  objection  that  Jews  have  always 
de  to  chriftianity  in  its  prefenc  Hate  isj  that  it 
oins  the  wor&ip  of  more  gods  than  one ;  and 
s  a  great  article  with  thechriftian  writers  of  the 
xid  and  foUowing  centuries  to  anfwer  this  ob^ 
^ion.  But  ic  does  not  appear  in  all  the  book 
A&s^  in  which  we  hear  much  of  the  cavils  of 
Jews,  boch  in  Jerufalem  and  in  many  parts 
the  Roman  empire,  that  they  made  any  fuch 
edion  to  chriftianity  tbiui  nor  do  the  apoftle^> 
ler  there,  or  in  diew  cpiftles,  advance  any 
ig  with  a  view  to  fuch  an  obgcAioo.  h  may 
prefumed,  therefore,  that  no  fuch  ofience  to 
Jews  had  then  been  given,  by  the  preaching  of 
odrine  ib  ofTenfive  to  them  as  that  of  the 
nity  of  Chrift  muft  have  been.    Maxim  12.  i  j. 

.  As  no  Jew  had  originaUy  any  idea  of  their 
9iafa  being  more  than  a  man,  and  as  the; 
Mas  and  the  fiift  chciffiaas  had  certainly  the  lasM 
k«t  iift  coBcerniftg  Jefus,  it  may  be  fuppo&d, 
»  if  ever  they  had  been  tnforpaed  chat  JefiU; 
not  a  man,  but  either  God  himfeU^',  or  tha 
:er  of  the  world  under  God,  we  fhould  have 
I  able  to  ccace  the  xon^^^Dd  the  drcumftances 
rhich  fo  gitat  a  4ifco«ry  was  made  oa  tiniaa 

and 


I4t  tETTERSTO 

«nd  dot  we  ibould  hare  perceived  the  cScSt  wbach 
k  had  upon  A6r  minds ;  ac  leaft  hj  fome  cbmagp 
m  their  manner  of  fpeaking  concerning  him.  But 
nothing  of  rhis  kind  is  to  be  found  in  the  go^s, 
in  the  book  df  AAs,  or  in  any  of  the  epidles.  We 
perceive  marks  enow  of  other  new  views  of  things, 
efpecialljr  of  the  call  of  the  Gentiles  to  partake  of 
the  privileges  of  the  gofpel ;  and  we  hear  much  of 
the  difputes  and  the  eager  contention  which  it  oc- 
cafioned.  But  how  much  more  muft  all  thdr  pre- 
judices have  been  (hocked  by  the  information  that 
a  perfon  whom  they  firft  took  to  be  «  men  matt^ 
was  not  a  man,  but  either  God  himfelf,  or  the  maker 
of  the  world  under  God  ?     Maxim  1 3. 

4.  All  the  Jewifli  chriftians,  after  the  deftru£Hon 
of  Jerufalem,  which  was  immediately  after  the  age 
of  the  apoftles,  are  faid  to  have  been  Ebionites ;  and 
thcie  were  only  of  two  forts,  fome  of  them  holding 
the  miraculous  concepdon  of  our  Saviour,  and  others 
believing  that  he  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph  as  well  as 
of  Mary.  None  ot  them  are  faid  to  have  be- 
lieved either  that  he  was  God,  or  the  maker  of  the' 
world  under  God.  And  is  it  at  all  credible  that 
the  body  of  the  Jewifli  chriftians,  if  they  had  ever 
been  inftruAed  by  the  apoftles  in  the  do&rine  of  the 
divinity,  or  pre-exifteoce  of  Chrift,  would  fo  ibout 
and  fo  generally,  if  not  univerlally,  have  abandoned 
that  faith?    Maxim  6. 

5.  Hid  Chrift  been  confidered  as  God,  or  the 
ludur  of  Che  world  under  God,  in  the  early  ages  of 
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the  church,  he  would  naturally  have  been  the  prc^ 
per  objedt  of  prayer  to  chriftians ;  nay,  more  fo  than 
God  the  Father,  with  whom,  |[on  the  fcheme  pi  the 
do&rine  of  the  trinity,  they  muft  have  known  that 
thc7  ^^^  ^^'^  immediate  intercourfe.  But  prayers  to 
Jcfus  Chrift  were  not  ufed  in  early  times,  but  gained 
ground  gradually,  with  the  opinion  of  Chrift  being 
God,  and  the  obje&  of  worfliip.     Maxim  14. 

6.  Athanafius  reprefents  the  apoftles  as  obliged  to 
ufe  great  caution  not  to  offend  their  firft  converts 
with  the  dodtrine  of  Chrift's  divinity,  and  as  for- 
bearing to  urge  that  topic  till  they  were  firft  well 
cftablifhed   in  a  belief  of  his  being  the  Mefliah. 
JHe  adds,  that  the  Jews  being  in  an  error  on  this  fub- 
je£l,  drew  the  Gentiles  into  it.     Chryfoftom  agrees 
If  ith  Athanafius  in  this  reprefentation  of  the  filence  of 
the  apoftles  in  their  firft  preaching,  both  with  refpeCfc 
to  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  and  his  miraculous  con^ 
ception.    They  both  rcprefent  them  as  leaving  their 
difciples  to  learn  the  doflrine  of  Chrift's  divinity^ 
by  way  of  inference  from  certain  expreffions  %  and 
they  do  not  pretend  to  produce  any  inftance  in 
which  they  taught  that  do£trine  clearly  and  expU« 
citly.    Maxim  13. 

7*  Hegefippus,  the  firft  chriftian  hiftorian,  him« 
felf  a  Jew,  and  therefore  probably  an  Ebionite,  enu« 
merating  the  herefies  of  his  time,  mentions  feveral 
cf  the  Gnoftic  kind,  but  not  that  of  Chrift  being  a 
mere  man.  He  moreover  fays,  that  in  travelling 
to  Rome,  where  he  arrived  ia  the  time  of  Anicetusy 
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be  fiMDd  all  Ac  dfttrche^  dvit  he  vtfited  hdd.  the 
fiutb  ;wiiidi  .IvkI  .t:^  twgbc  b]F  Chrift  tnd  tkt; 
i^pcAlcH  whidit  in  ii$  opiMpOf-wai  ptoibably  Ckatbf' 
Cbrift  beiflB  Ojflt  God«  >u(  oun  enly.  jiAfl^ 
MarQfv  allb^  «d  Clcmc^.AlciWtldrimis^'wJio  wi^ 
after  Hegefippus  treat  largely  of  hinefies  ia  gjaic^. 
wkhput  mffywHiMigi  cnc  aUudififttoi  tbe<  imtcarimi 
Maxim  8.;       :^,.  > 

timcaft  iaeivkj|i«t«tir  fiwAiti».  ^moMnioD  «f.  ||afll; 
who  called  tl^mfclrcs  the  0rtMoM  thrtftiaM^  itfi 
wefn  by  iboK  partkuiar  moici  |pniand|y*|(pir^d} 
t}wir  icikler*  •  But  the  unitarians  ativoog  th^gtiMiialt) 
weit  aoc;  (wptUcd  f rcHtt  tk  afibmb^ 
but  wprftypcd  along  with  tbofe  whowori 
orthodoflift  aiMl  iMid  00  pankttlar  naoM  tm  theUi^^ 
Viaoit  m\m  ^ntfonmmpkaifd  Theodoiiu  i  anl  ^ 
]oBg.  tiBK  aflor  ihat  Epipbamiii  eodcammcd  Sk^lHw^ 
tbem  the  nwie  of  Alagi.  And  though  the  fibii^> 
nUcs,  probably  about  or  before  this  ttme^  had'  beiOL 
excommunicated  by  the  Gentile  chrtftians^  it  waf» 
ai  Jerom  iaya^  imfy  on  account  of  their  rigjbd  ad« 
hobnce  to.  the  law  of  Moib.    Maxim  5*. 

9.  The  jlpaftks  creed  is  that  which  was.taught  to 
alicacechiupens  before  baptifm^  and  addition^  iiP!pre 
qiade  to  it  from  time  to  tim<i  in  order  to  etclvRli. 
thoie  who  were  denominated  kernUs.  Now^  tfaougli* 
t^iere  are  feveral  articles  in  that  creed  ivhick  ditxfe 
to  che  Ga'^cs,  and  tacitly  condemn  their:^  tfacie 
wa^aoti  in  the  tifiM  t>f  TmvkUiao^  any  arucle  in  it 
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iliat  alluded  fo  the  uniarians ;  fo  that  even  then  mf 
Unitarian,  at  lead  one  believing  the  miraculoiu 
Conception,  might  hat^e  fbbfcribed  it.  It  nuy^ 
therefore^  be  COtfcludedj  that  fimple  iihitarianiTai 
was  not  deethed  heretical  at  the  end  of  the  iecoad 
tentury.    Ma^dm  7. 

10.  It  IS  acknowledged  by  EUfebius  and  others^ 
that  the  ancient  unitarianis  themfelves,  conftantly 
afletted  that  their  do£lrine  wai  the  prevailing  opt^ 
tAon  of  the  chriftnui  church  till  the  time  of  Vidor^ 
Maxim  2; 

It.  Jiiftirf  Martyr^  who  nt^ntaiiis  the  prt-e^^ 
ence  of  Chrift,  is  fo  far  from  calling  the  contrary 
Ofdnion  a  terefy,  that  what  he  fays  on  the  fubjeft  is 
evidently  an  apcAogy  for  Hi  own :  and  when  he 
4)etka  of  bettiics  in  gentrdl^  wUch  he  doles  with 
great  mdignation,  as  no  chriftians  and  having  no 
communication  with  chrifliansy  he  mentions  (hq 
Goodies  only.    Maxim  12. 

12.  Irenasus,  who  was  after  Juftin,  and  whd 
wrote  a  krge  treadfe  on  the  ffibjea;  of  herefy,  fays 
very  iitdc  concerning  the  Ebionites.  Thofe  Ebio- 
Kcs  he  fpeaks  of  as  believing  that  Chrifl:  was 
die  fon  of  Jofeph,  and  he  makes  no  mention 
tf  dioie  who  believed  the  miraculous  eonceptioii. 
Maxim  ict 

xj.    TcrtuIEan  reprelents  the  majority  of  the 

common  or  unlearned  chriAianfs,  the  liiotaj  as  uni« 

L  tarians  $ 
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tarians.;  and  it  h«  among  the  common  people  thali 
we  always  find  the  oldeft  opinions  in  ^any  cpoii-^ 
try;  and  in  any  feft,  while  .the  :Ieamed  a^p  qloft 
apt  to  innovate,  it  may ;.  tberefoif'  be  prtfiuoeA 
that,  as  the  unitarian  dodbrine  was  hejd  by  the  ^Qiiir 
(non  people  in  the  time  of  Tc^rtMlliany  it  hftd^beea 
more  general  ftiil  before  that  time,  and  probably 
univerial  in  the  apoftolical  age.  AthanaGus  alio 
mentions  it  as  a  fubjeft  of  complaint  to  the  ortho-t 
dox  ot  his  age  .dyit  ibi  matffy  and  eipecially,  jper* 
ibns  of  I§wuifSeiJt^MjmgSry^f:rc  incliped  to  d^  pqk 
tarian  dodlxine.    Maxim  4.  10.  .   ■.  {\ 

\ 

14.  The  firft  who  held  and  difcuOedj  t|ie.flcx> 
trine  .of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl:,  acknowledge  Q^^ 
their  opinioos.  were  exe^ingly  unpopular  .4^10(1^. 
the  iunkarned  chriftians^  that  i;bcfe  dreaded^:  ^ 
dodrine  of  the  trinity^  thinking  that  it  inifriiigpd 
upon  the  do&rine  of  the  fupremacy  of  God.tJMi 
Father.;  and  the  learned  chriftians  make  frequeiiK 
apologies  to  them,  and  to  others,  for  their  own  opi* 
nion.     Maxim  lo. 

15.  The  divinity  of  Chrift  was  firft  advanced 
and  urged  by  thofe  who  had  been  heathen  philo* 
fophers,  and  efpecially  thofe  who  were  admirers  of 
the  dodrine  of  Plato,  who  held  the  opiniQn  of  a 
fecond  God.  Auftin  fays,  that  he  confidered  ChriA 
as  no  other  than  a  moft  excellent  man,  and  had  M 
fufpicion  of  the  word  of  God  being  incarnate  in 
him,  or  how  ^^  the  catholic  faith  difiered  from  the 
*^  error  of  Photinus'^  (the  laft  of  the  proper  unita- 
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Hans  whofe  name  is  come  down  to  us)  tiU  he  reaH 
the  books  of  Plato  y  and  that  he  was  afterwards  con- 
firmed in  the  Catholic  doctrine  by  reading  the  fcrip- 
fureSi  Conflancine  in  his  oration  to  the  fathers  of 
the  council  of  Nice,  fpeaks  with  commendation  of 
Plato,  as  having  uught  the  doctrine  of  "  a  fccond 
God,  derived  from  the  fupreme  God,  and  fubfcr- 
Vient  to  his  will.*'     Maxim  i  i. 

1 6.  There  is  a  pretty  eafjr  gradation  irt  the  pro- 
grefs  of  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrill ;  as 
he  was  firfl  thought  to  be  a  God  in  fome  qualified 
fenfe  of  the  word,  a  diflinguifhed  emanation  from 
the  fupreme  mind  ;  and  then  the  Logos,  or  the  wif- 
dom  of  God  perfonified ;  and  this  logos  was  firft 
thought  to  be  only  occafionally  detached  from  the 
Deity,  and  then  drawn  into  his  eflfence  again,  before 
it  was  imagined  that  it  had  a  permanent  perfonalitf^ 
diftinft  from  that  of  the  fource  from  which  .ic 
fprung.  And  it  Wiis  not  tiil  400  years  aft-r  that 
time  that  this  logosj  or  Chrift,  was  thought  to  be 
properly  equal  to  the  Father.  Whereas,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  now  pretended  that  the  apodles  taught 
the  doArine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  yet  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  in  the  very  times  of  the  apofUes,  the 
Jewiih  church,  and  many  of  the  Gentiles  alfo,  held 
the  opinion  of  his  being  a  mere  man.  Here  the  tran- 
fition  is  quite  fudden,  without  any  gradation  at 
all.  This  muft  naturally  haVe  given  the  greateft 
alarm^  fuch  as  is  now  given  to  thofe  who  are  called 
orthodox,  by  the  prcfent  Socinians ;  and  yet  nothing 
of  this  kind  can  be  perceived.  Befidcs,  it  is  cer- 
L  2  tainly 
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Cainly  mod  probabk  that  the  chriftiaiis  of  fhofc 
Allies,  urged  «s  dicy  were  with  the  meannefs  of 
Ifaeir  maiiers  flicald  incline  to  sJd  /#,  rather  than 
t$k«Jrm%  his  natural  rank  and  dignity.     Manm  9. 

X. 

Mimgrks  en  ibe  MrticU  of  ibi  M^wsblf  Review  fn 
Sipiember^  178^  im  amfwer  to  my  Rxply  tojom 
former  animMdnferJlom  in  ibai  worL 

A  writer  in  the  MomBly  Reviiw  having  made  an 
thboraie  ai^wer  to  my  Riplf  to  his  former  animad- 
Vtrfions  on  my  hiftory,  it  will  be  expeAed  that  I  take 
feme  notice  of  it.  On  its  own  account  I  certainly 
ihould  not  have  thought  it  neceflary^  any  more 
than  I  fliouki  with  refpe&  to  his  former  re- 
marks. But  being  written  in  a  fpecious  and  inv 
pofing  manner^  as  the  former  were  ;  and  efpecially 
having  the  advantage  of  going  ^thout  expence  into 
the  hands  of  almoft  all  readers^  I  fiull  notice  an 
article  or  two  in  it,  in  wUch  he  himfelf  evidently 
thinks  that  he  has  the  moft  advantage,  and^nly  give 
my  opinion  in  gqieralwith  rei^ped  to  the  reft 

As  to  the  rm^rr  with  which  tlus  eontroverfy  has 
been  conducted,  I  appeal  to  our  readers^  whether 
my  Repfy  was  not  eandid  and  temperate^  beyond 
what  his  firft  remarks  were  entitled  to ;  and  whether 
his  anfwer  be  not  extltmely  uneandii  and  injblent^ 
I  do  nor  pretend  to  be  t  judge  in  my  own  caufe 
I  know,  however,  that,  whereas  he  fuppofes  I  nicd 
the  term  ariticifir  by  way  of  contempt,  I  only  ufed 
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it  for  the  lake  of  variety^  inftead  of  critic^  reviewir^ 
&C.  meatiiDg  fimply  om  ibat  critUiJts. 

After  quoting  a  pafiag^  ^tn  Juftin  Martyr,  I 
jKlded,  ^  This  language  has  all  the  appearance  of 
**  an  apology  for  an  opinion  contrary  to  the  general 
**  and  prevailing  one ;  as  that  of  the  humanity  of 
^<  Chrifl:  (at  leaft  with  the  belief  of  the  miracuioUl 
'^  conception)  probably  was  in  his  time.**    This  the 
Reviewer  called  a  wry  great  tMccfffifiency.    **  The 
^*  Do£kor/'  he  fiiys,  **  has  no  right  to  inficrt  hMM 
^^  liafi  t^itbibe  bHiif^fa  mirtunkui  t$Mc€ptiiiL  The 
**  infertion  is  entirely  arbitrary ;  and  thole  wha 
^  know  lefs  of  the  author^s  charafter  than  we  dd^ 
**  and  may  not  have  the  fame  well-grounded  afluiv 
*^  ance  of  his  integrity,  may  poffibly  be  led  to  ima- 
^^  gine,  that  he  introduced  thofe  words  only  to  give 
^  fome  colourabk  pre&ekt  to  Ui  owa  prineitrfes.** 

TMs  I  (crupled  noc  to  call  a  gfMMJUft  mndprn 
vtrft  mifreprefeniMtion  of  my  meaning ;  that  pan 
of  the  fentence  in  which  mentkin  is  made  of  tht 
iriroiidoHs  toMCifiian  bdog  exprefihre  of  an  opinion 
of  my  own,  and  for  which  I  make  myfelf  only 
anfwerable.  The  fefimce  is  theiefore  perfed^ly 
mexceptkMable,  and  very  &r  from  giving  juft 
caufe  for  iiich  an  alarming  esctomaikm  as  die 
Reviewer  makes  ufe  of. 

TIus,  however,  he  has  tjie  afliifance  to  defend : 
and,  confident  of  bis  advantage  in  the  aifoment, 
he  evtn  cjooeet  tbe  whole  feAiM  in  my  Reply 
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n^iarinir  to  zhr.  fubicch;  and  cfacn  Ciys,  p.  24^ 
'*  vv .:  cATr.:\^[ly  reviled  what  we  had  wricco.  lad 
**  an  rarf^fuiiv  Corrparid  it  widi  the  parage  a 
^*  Ijv.  Pricftley's  Hi&ory  which  occafioocd  die  le- 
*^  Recdon  we  make.  The  ceviiiil,  intlcad  of  ooa- 
**  vrnring  us  that  we  had  xnifcoaceived  or  mif- 
**  leprcienced  Dr.  Prxeiliey's  meanir^g.  fiilly  con- 
^  ▼ino'd  U3  chat  we  had  done  oeidier;  aod  we 
•*  now  a  fccrmd  time  repeat  what  Dr.  Prieftky  his 
^^  hem  pleafed  to* call  an  aimoll  unparalkikd 
^  inftance  of  ground ieis  and  pcrverie  mifirepndent' 
^*  ation.'*  He  rcfta  his  vindicadon  on  thai  part  ol 
the  fentence,  in  which  mention  is  made  of  the 
miraculous  concepdon,  being  an  inference  finvn  the 
paflagp  in  Juftin.  "  As  ftich^*^  he  now  fays,  p.  244, 
*'  we  found  fault  with  ii." 

Now  I  aflfert,  as  I  did  in  my  Reply ^  that  this  claufe 
IS  no  inference  at  all,  but  an  independent  obfervatioa 
of  my  own^  in  fupport  of  my  inlerence,  or  rather 
of  part  of  it  only  ;  and  if  it  be  othcrwifc,  I  profcfs 
that  I  have  no  knowledge  of  language,  and  that  I 
am  not  able  to  cicprefs  my  own  meaning.  If  I  un- 
drrftand  myfelf,  the  whole  fcntence  may  be  para- 
phrafed  as  follows.  "  What  Juilin  here  advances 
••  Appears  to  me  to  have  the  air  of  an  apology  for 
•*  ni\o]Mnion  of  his  own,  different  from  that  ot  the 
••  majority  of  chriftians  in  his  time.  The  opinion 
••  wluch  he  mentions  as  not  his  own  is,  that  Chrift 
*•  wfts  n  mere  man,  and  even  the  fon  of  Jofcph  as 
•*  well  Aft  of  Mary.  Now  I  will  not  venture  to  fay 
**  tliai  Uv8  i)]Miiion  was  mure  prevalent  than  that 

"  of 
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*'  of  Juftin  ;  but  if  we  add  to  thofe  who  held  this 
'*  opinion,  thole  who  believing  Chrift  to  be  a  mere 
"  man,  held  that  he  had  no  human  father,  I  thinic 
^*  it  probable  that  thole  two  clafles  of  chriftians  ta- 
**  ken  together  were  more  numerous  than  thofe 
**  who,  with  Juftin  Martyr,  held  the  dodrine  of 
"  Chrift*s  pre-exiftcnce/' 

This,  I  will  venture  to  fay,  no  perfon  can  doubt 
was  my  real  meaning  *,  and  though  it  is  concifcly, 
it  is  not,  I  think,  obfcurely  exprefled.  With  a  per- 
fon who  can  mifunderftand  fo  plain  a  fentence,  con- 
fiding of  no  more  than  two  members ;  and  per- 
fid  in  his  mifconftrudion,  after  its  being  particu- 
larly pointed  out  to  him,  and  his  profeiling  to  have 
given  all  due  attention  to  it  *,  and  alio  with  one  who 
can  think  it-  natural  (^  he  does,  p.  228)  that  Ter- 
tullian,  or  any  ipsg^  >vould  reprcfenc  his  opponents 
as  more  numerous^duin  they  really  were,  in  order  to 
exprefs  his contempl  o( them  \  it  is-abfolutely  impdf- 
fible  for  me  to  hold  any  argument.  We  want  com- 
mon language  and  common  principles.  It  is,  as 
the  Reviewer  fays,  to  bring  the  queftion  to  an  iflfue 
at  cHce.  We  have  nothing  more  to  fay,  and  our 
judges  muft  decide  between  us.  , 

He  cannot  exprefs  his  confidence  more  ftrongly 
than  he  has  done  *,  and  to  what  I  have  already  faid, 
I  will  now  add,  tliat  1  not  only  think  he  has  mifre- 
prefented  my  meanings  but  that,  confidering  all  the 
circumftances,  and  efpecially  his  perfifting  in  it,  as 
he  now  does,  it  will  not  be  eafy  to  produce  any  mif- 
L  4  rcprc- 
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re^leotatkin  df  «  writer's  meaning  fy  gtputidfe^ 
and  To  penreiftas  \3^  kt^tjffontiom^ 
And  jet>  lliotagh  Chli  caie'b  fp  ckar,  that  1  iii^ 

It  it  very  poflible  that;!  iolfi^  A|pN^y  flv 

fyi,  whijEih  he  profbiM^  or  apf  ochM  anfiivcift  ^ 
wiUquo(e  all  fhat  I  have  m^  wrkte n»  aifd*r^>el| 
|)is  accuftcion  a  third  tiqic. 

1  Aall  now  liQbfider  another  article  on  which  the 
RevieiiVf-ra^a' j||fta^*tb^  is  the  Brft 

part  of  hit  anftfto  fSo  my  Reply.  It  is  what  he 
p^ls  feM  i/hM^'^pf0r  kf  fc^  mttcrial,  but  un- 
known 4ifl^rence  between  tii«  Ebionites  and  the 
Nazarenes  I  anditfte^sthkikrefcoth  cf  us  have  the 
fiune  authority  'for  opr^ery  different  opinions  on 
this  fubjdSt  ^^j  It  »lbWeiihittfingu!arj''  he  feys, 
p.  ai6^  ^<  tlk«-fdhe''pafligt  IP  irhich  the  Dodor  has 
«<  fent  01,  Uy  1  ik|W|^nat'tdia^  (for  he  has  not 
f*  jMotid  %ne  W«<d  tropilt)  ihould  turn  out  to  hp 
^*  the  yery  paflage  that  we  intended  to  produce,  if 
f*  we  fhpuld  be  called  upon  for  that  firmg  reafm 
M  by  wineh  we  were  inclined  to  think  that  the 
«<  members  of  both  fefts  differed  cpnfidendblf  fkf 
^<  articles  of  |iiith,  notwithftanding  there  war  ftxd| 
*f  a  point  df  agreement  between  them  in  the  Qut« 
^^  ward  ftrvices  of  rdi^on  as  ipight  in  tiieqpd 
•*  lead  to  a  nearer  intercourfc,''  &c.  ^ 

I  ihall  now  produpe  the  paliage,  be^nping  i| 
little  earlier  thap  the  Reviewer  has  done,  and  then 
give  my  tranflatipn  of  It,  whipb  any  perlbn  who  uq- 


^ 
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dcrftands  Latin  may  compare  Mfich  hit.  '^  Si  hoc 
^*  verum  eft  ;  in  Cherinti  &  Hebionis  hxrefim  di- 
^*  labimur,  qui  credences  in  Chrifto,  propter  hoc 
^*  folum  a  patribus  anathematizati  funt,  quod  legis 
'*  cserimonias  Chrifti  Evangelio  mifcuerunt,  &  dc 
"  nova  confcfli  funt,  ut  Vetera  non  amitcerenc.  Quid 
^*  dicam  dc  Hebioiutss,  qui  Chriftianos  eflc  fc  fimu- 
'*  lant?  Ufque  hodie  }^r  totas  orientis  fynagogas 
'*  inter  Judeos  haerefis  eft,  quae  didtur  mineorum,  & 
^*  a  Pharifseis  nunc  ufque  damnatur,  quos  vulgo 
'<  Nazareos  nuncupant,  qui  cr'^dunt  In  Chriftum, 
'*  filium  Dei,  natum  de  virgine  Maria>  &  eum  di- 
^*  cunt"  eflc,  qui  fub  Pontio  Pilato  paflus  eft,  &  re- 
^*  furrexit,  in  quern  &  nos  credimus :  fed  dum  vo- 
^*  lunt  &  Judsi  efle,  &  Chriftiani^  nee  Judasi  funt 
*^  oep  Chriftiani."    This  I  tranflate  as  follows. 

*«  If  this  be  true,  we  hX\  into  the  herefy  of  Che- 
F<  rintiis  aod  Ebion,  who,  believing  in  Chrift,  were 
^  anathematized  by  the  fathers  on  this  account  oftfy^ 
••  that  they  mixed  the  ceremonies  of  the  law  with 
"  the  gofpel  of  Chrift,  and  held  to  the  new  [dif- 
^*  penfatbn]  in  fuch  a  manner,  as  not  to  lofe  the  old. 
^*  What  fl^l  I  fay  concerning  the  Ebionites,  who 
*^  pretend  that  (hey  are  cbriftians  ?  It  is  to  this  very 
^*  day,  m  all  the  fynagogues  of  the  Eaft,  a  hertfy 
<*  among  the  Jews,  allied  that  of  the  Minei^  now 
^*  condemned  by  the  Pharifees,  and  commonly 
^^  called  Nazarenes ;  who  believe  in  Chrift,  the  fon 
**  of  God,  born  of  the  virgin  Mary,  and  (ay  that  it 
M  was  he  who  fuifered  under  Pontius  Pilate,  and 
ff  rofe  again  i  i(i  whom  alfo  we  believe.    But  while 

"  rofc 
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^  they  with  to  be  both  Jims  and  dirifl:tan8»*diqr 
«*  tf^e  wither rjewsr  nor  cbiiftWfeii.!;:     . 

;    This,'ti{e.^icjy^ 

'Ond  itazarcmai  Tfftimafunk  Aperdffimnm.    1(  is  i»- 

refutation.  :..   •  •;, . :         ■'«-...!■ 


Can  afiy  {nftance  be  brought  of  a  writer  clofing 
his 


accoMnc  df  a  tKinjgr.with  hymgJP^hai  Jhali  Ipy 
cerm^Jt?^,  After  fuch  an  exprcffion  as  thi^^. 
we  naturatl^.ekpeft .  that  he  fliould  proceed  to  fay 
Ibmethingxpncerning  its  whicK  this  author  moft 
iyjdefitly.dofs;  pbfcrving,  that  the  Tame  people 
who  wei^^difled^i^^  (by  the  Gentiles)  weifi 

called  J^teto'ariffA^^  by   the  Jews.     Had 

Ijc  meanv.t|9^^bisr|bC:M^ 
would  iwjt^rfiUy  have  beg)in,hif:^ncB«  fimWIM 

As  to  hisfpcaking  of  herefyMn  ihe'iecon|iil,-;/eii- 
tence,  ^i)(\x)fit, heretics^  as  in  tbefirft,-  it  is,  a.ipoi: 
trifling  \naccuracy  io  laogu^gei,  the  c:;a&cik  qT  nil 
others  to  fall  into,  and  pf  WO  ggnfcqpencc,,t;f»  the 
imcaningat  alt  -Beficiei  JferonrTs  account  p^.thde 
two  dehomipatipns  of  men  w  e^aftly  t|ieApiC4 
the  Ebioqites  i)eing  bHiev^irs^  th  Cbriji^  h^i^ing 

•  The  Reviewer  ynxifiaxti'^id  dicam  it  Hehhnifet^  ^ij  Bi^ 
^'hyfoeuU  Jjftak  of  Hf§  EbUMii£t,''*--^?ory  &c.  Lee  thr^eacfer 
judge  bctwccpufi;  obferving,  chat  there  is  nothing  ijvjhf^rt. 
gina!  xo  correfpbnd  either  xoWw  but  orhisjor,  and  iilf^jpfttfi 
ui'ual  meaning  of  ijutd  ia  what,  and  not  <u/^. 

tlfe 
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and  the  go/pel  i  and  the  Nazarrjie^,  wlfilng 
oih  Jews  and  cbrifiians,   which,  certainly 

0  the  very  fanrie  thing. 

/        .  ".   ■ 

Reviewer  lays  great  ftrefs  on  our  author's 
hat  the  Ebionit^s  pretended  to  be  chriftians; 
the  part  which  is  omitted  by  him^  Jerom 
-m  credent es  in  Cbrifto,  believers  inCbrifi-^^Lnd 
believed  in  Chrift  at  all,  they  could  not  be- 
luch  lefs  than  he  himfcif  reprefents  theNaza- 
» have  done.  ■  He  may  fay  thatthey  only  pre- 

to  be  chriftians,  but  were  not,  becaufe 
ad  been  excommunicated.  But  what  had 
!en  excommunicated  for?  not  for  any  prO- 
perfcftion  of  their  faith  in  Chrift,  in  which 
^ere  inferior  to  the  Nazarenes, -but  cnfy 
)  becaufe  they  mixed  the  ceremonies  of  thh 
th  the  gofpel  of  Chrift  \  which,  in  othel: 

he  aflcrts  of  the  Nazarenes.  alfo,  when  he 
ey  wijhed  to  be  botb  Jews  andCbriftians.  And 

1  he  does  not  fay  that  the  Nazarenes  were 
unicated,  he  fays  they  were  not  chriftians^ 
is  an  cxpreflion  of  the  fame  import. 

9  psffage,  the  Jirong  reafon,  the  tejlirnonium 
Imum  of  my  opponent,  1  might  have  urgeii 
.five  in  favour  of  ^he  identity  of  the  Ebio- 
md  Nazarenes;  but  I  only  faid,  "I  alfo 
k  it  may  be  clearly  inferred  from  it,  that 
Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  were  the  fame 
pie/*  Reply,  p-  4.  As  to  the  term  Minet\ 
'  means  SeSlaries  in  the  Kebrew  language^,  [ 

Had 
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Had  there  been  tny /Vrv^Ji  nnj/bi  whf  we  fhouM 
fuppofe  chic  Jeiom  meant  codiftinguiih  becweeb 
the  Ebionites  and  che  Nauveoet*  we  might  iMve 
hefiuced  abouc  the  incerpretacion  of  his  meaoiiig^ 
eafy  u  ic  isi  but  certaibtf  fiiere  can  be  no  tiaufe 
of  heGcacioo,  when  it  is  eonOdered  diac  in  thll 
he  agrees  not  with  Epiphanius  onlf,  but  widi 
the  whole  ftratd  of  tAttquity»  as  is  eifowed  hf 
Le  CIcrc,  and  all  the  ableft  critics  \  and  to  ioceA^ 
prechia  meuitng  u  Dr.  Bull  and  the  Renewerd<V. 
IS  to  fts  him  it  Miriance  with  all  other  wriMfStv  '^  '■ 

The  Reviewer,  iayi,  m  his  Mtd  p.ai6p.  ^  Wkf 
^Vwere  the  Cerinthians  omiteed?"  Jerqm  plMi 
<^  them  with  the  £biomt€s  in  the  prece^i^  ^Mff 
^  tence:  andJf.^  Nazarenes  nd  fHi  IThimgii 
*^  were  die  fame  peoffle^it.may  with  eqoal  ttatV 
**  neft  of  evidence  be  mfened  dnc  they'.WMs  dhl 
''  lame  people  with  the  CesinthiaBslikewife*'       - 

I  anfwer,  they  were  the  iame  people^  aa^  ai 
Jerom  then  cGnficleced  them,  bccaule  they  wsrp 
equally  ^^ealous  for  the  law  of  Moies. 

I  cannot  help  thinking  that  by  this  dme  the  Re^ 
viewer  is  hot  diipoled  to  lay  quite  fb  much  ftrefi  cm 
thB  jtr^s^  riafin  as  he  did  at  fivft ;  for  before  he  his 
done  writing  abouc  it,  he  contents  himlelf  with  call- 
ing it  a  cof^eQure  only.  But  the  conje^bure  is  as 
improbable,  as  the  r^on  was  weak. 

.   Since  I  wrote  the  ihovt^  I  find  that  Suicer,  in  hii 
TkififHTUh  uiKler  t^  article  Eihn^  makes  die  fimia 

uic 
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ufe  of  this  paflage  of  Jetom  that  I  have  donc^ 
and  confiders  the  Naaarenes  as  a  branch  of  the 
Ebionites)  and  that  the  Reviewer  hath  beed 
mifled  in  his  conftru£lion  of  this  paflage  by  Dr. 
Bull,  of  whom  be,  as  well  as  Dr.  Horfley,  enters- 
tains  a  very  high  opinion*  On  the  contrary,  I  think 
no  writer  has  been  more  eSeftually  anfwered  than 
&e  has  been. 

What  the  Reviewer  iays  of  the  quotation  from 
AthanaGus,  and  which  he  calls,  p.  i^^j  fometbing 
very  ferious  indnd^  I  have  fully  confidered  in  my 
Leiters  io  Dr.  HorJUy  ;  and  as  to  his  quotation 
from  Barnabas,  be  will  find  that  article  well  ex* 
plained  by  Mr.  Lindfey  in  the  ^rjirr/  to  bis  Apology^ 
p.  429.  This  is  a  work  from  wMch  this  writer 
might  learo  a  g^cat  dcjsL 

As  to  every  thing  elfe  in  this  anfwer  of  the  Re* 
viewer,  I  can  truly  fay  that,  after  peruiing  it  with 
care,  I  fee  no  reafbn  to  wifh  that  I  had  faid  any 
dung  Qtherwiie  than  I  have  done  in  my  former  Re- 
ply to  him,  except  that  I  underftood  him  top  lite- 
rally in  what  I  oblerved  in  my  fifth  (edion.  As  to 
aU  the  reft»  I  think  it  would  be  trifling  with  my 
own  tune,  and  that  ^  my  leaders,  to  make  any  re* 
marks  upon  it. 

To  fliew  that  I  do  nor  fay  this  merely  to  get 
rid  of  the  bufinefs,  I  declare,  that  if  any  perfon, 
ti9big  his  Momtf  ihall  requefi:  my  attention  to 
any  particular  part  of  it,  and  procure  mc  a  pUco 

in 
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in  the  MmtblyReviewi  I  willfpeak  to  it  a«  follf 
and  as  explicitly  as  I  can ;  and  1  do  not  tKink 
that  I  fhould  require  much  room  to  give  a  verjr 
fatrsfa&ory  anfwer  to  any  article  in  it.  I  only  urifll 
for  a  public  and  impartial  hearing.  In  the  name  oF' 
truth,  I  only  fay,  JVf  v»  ^'^  •.  >• '  ' 

In  the  mean  time,  as  this  writer  has  already  pro^ 
duced  his  greatefi  objeffiou  againft  me,  p.  52i»l||is 
fometbi/tg  very  feridus  indeed^  p.  232,  and  his jf^ipi|; 
reafon,  p.  2 1 6, 1  hope  he  will  not  flop  here,  but  prfiK 
ceed  to  hx%flronger  and  \i\^  ftrcngeji  reafon,  or 'any 
other  new  mode  ofalarming  the  public,  and  of  pre^ 
judicing  their  minds  againft  my  work,  though  it 
ihould  require  two  or  three  more  additionai fiiiui 
pf  Utter  freji  for  flie  Reviews  which  ftiall  contain. 
them.  It  will  anfwer  my  wifhes,  in  drUwtii^. 
more  attention  to  the  fubjedt)  and  procure  me  a 
better  hearing  in  the  end  -,  and  that  is  all  that  I 
wi(h  for  in  this  argument. 

As  this  writer  affeflrs  to  be  reftraincd  from  fay- 
ing all  that  he  could  do  by  his  rcfpfcft  for  mc, 

*  For  thisi  imong  other  purpofes,  fuch  a  publlcattoni  u  the 
^hiologicat  Rip0fit9ry  would  be  of  excellent  nfe.  It  wu  with 
great  reluctance  that  I  gave  up  that  favourite  fcheme,  but  at  ihaC 
time  the  demand  was  not  ibfficient  to  indemnify  the  publiiher. 
In  fuch  a  periodical  publication  as  this,  queflions  might  be  pro- 
pofed  and  ahfwered,withoot  putting  thepropofer,  or  the  anfwcrer* 
10  any  expence ;  and  all  ferious  enquirers  after  truth  would  hsve 
an  opportunity  of  having  any  important  fubjed  fairly  difcufled» 
without  any  perfon  improperly  making  hi mfelf  both  judge  tnd 
party. 

Iwilh 
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I  wi(h  he  would  lay  afide  all  ccremoay  of.thui 
kind ;  and  in  order  to  invite  him  to  perfe£l  free- 
dotiij  I  will  add  that  the  idea  I  Brft  formed  of 
his  learning  and  abilUj^  is  much  leiTened  fince  the 
perufal  of  his  laft  article,  and  of  his  reply  to  my 
learned  and  judicious  friend ;  and  what  is  of  more 
confcquence^  I  perceive  a  dill  greater  deficiency 
in  that  candour j  ^nd  freedom  from  prejudice^  yf/'uh* 
out  which  learning  and  ability  onlyfervetomiQead 
a  man  J  and  enable  him  to  miflead  others* 

I  do  not  complain  of  the  condu<5l  of  the  Re- 
view, or  the  writers  in  it,  for  their  late  change  of  man- 
ner, and  their  leaning  to  the  fide  of  orthodoxy.  All 
men  are  at  liberty  to  change  their  opinions  and  their, 
conduft,  as  they  fee  reafon.  They  have  thought  pro- 
per, however,  to  make  an  apology  for  their  conduct 
with  rcfpeft  to  myfelf,  pretending  that  they  only  aft 
on  the  defenfive  -,  when  the  firft  part  of  the  review 
of  my  work  was  written  in  the  fpirit  and  manner  of 
the  moft  profeffcd  polemic,  without  the  appearance 
of  a  fair  review.  If  it  could  be  called  a  review,  no- 
thing in  any  form  could  be  more  evidently  calcu- 
lated to  difcredit  any  work. 

I  will  add,  that  Mr.  Bewly,  a  confiderable  writer 
in  the  Monthly  Review,  lately  dead,  was  exceed- 
ingly oflFended  at  the  firft  article  of  the  review  of  my 
work.  Such  conduft,  he  faid,  was  highly  impro- 
per in  a  Review,  and  independent  of  any  regard  to 
me,  or  to  the  fubjeft  (in  which  he  did  not  at  all  in- 

tcrtft 
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unAhmMSy  he  fud,  that  ftow  the  flrft  Qgitt  of  {^ 
he  wasjdetenmned  to  ranoaftnte  with  tkiBditor^nf^ 
•ccaiait  of  k.  What  woidd  be  baiN:  £ud  to' ilKf  > 
Review  for  Sqatrmbcr,  in  wliicli»  even  witlktfi  aIIM 
Hmudfitet  tf  Utter-frtfi^  die  anrwer  lo  fliif  faM|l 
pamphlet  takn  up  ommc  duo  ode  thinl  of  dll 
whole  i  and  e^>eciaU!r  if  he  had  fecn  it  pvftd  oflf 
ia  an  iiimrlifmtm^  drawn  up  for  the  pnvpiBftyf  M 
which  no  other  article  ia  specified  befidet#lil  «H 
fwer )  arid  lA  which  it  b  ftid,  « the  RevlMW*  jMAr* 
**  tains  Ids  former  chainesi^ainft  die  doAor'swvffcf 
*«  and  fopponsdiem  inth  addidoaal  aJtgttiMt^fl# 
'*  moK  copious  aodMridea."  "'  < '  ' ' 

.  ■    .•-  ,V).-t 
;  .■..  •.vr.>. 
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ibcrty  to  give  extracts  from  them  in  this 
:-y  being  fatisfied  that  my  readers  will  be 
ed  to  fee  them,  and  hoping  that  the  writers 
not  be  much  offended  at  my  making  this 
)f  them,  without  their  confent,  for  which 
too  late  to  apply  to  them.  Indeed,  the  for- 
letter  was  intended  for  my  ufc^  but  the  lat- 
vhich  is  from  the  author  of  the  Remarks  in 
^indication,  was  certainly  not  meant  for  the 
ic  eye,  and  was  written  immediately  after 
irfl  reading  of  the  review  of  his  piece.  But 
his  account  it  may  be  more  depended 
1,  as  expreifing  his  real  feelings* 

Dear  Sir,  November  5,  178 J, 

lave  juft  been  reading  Dr.  HorQey's  charge 
ill  you,  to  which  I  doubt  not  you  will  make 
opcr  reply.  As  he  feems  to  triumph  in 
having,  as  he  fuppofes,  miftaken  the  fenfe  of 
:  Greek  quotations ;  and  as  parallel  paiTages 
ot  always  at  hand,  though  common  enough  i( 
)uld  wait  for  them  till  they  occur ;  I  take  the 
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noun  to  which  it  belongs  reprefent  a  perfon; 
but  if  the  noun  be  only  the  name  of  a  thing, 
tMn  tiie  flatural  force  of  et/l^-  will  be  ibis  ihing^ 
u  appears  &om  «he  following  paflage  from 
DemoAlienesi  ift  Olynthiac,  Ni^n  /•  MipC^  tcfr 
T#f  «7^ ;  •  *^  OAi/y^i^r  «tf7«ft«t74^  t«  weAw.  ^  Now 
^  comeis  anodier  conjunAure;  whatconjtinChire? 
^  That  which  voluntarily  offers  itfdf  to  the  re- 
^  puUk  from  the  Olynthians."    Fhahcts* 

The  Dodor  is  much  difpleafed  with  ypur  traoC* 
lattpg  vji«M4»Tiri«  mtbb^  hut.  To  be  Ture  if  it 
were  dear  from  other  arguments  that  die  9fy%» 
and  99fU  in  queftion  were  perfons^  his  trtoflation 
would  Ix  the  true  one.  But  that  thofe  lypfds 
cannot  dways  be  underftood  to  mean  m  ftbtr 
firfin  wfll  be  tnanifrft  from  liie  fottowing  paf* 
.Age  df  Thucydides^  Lib  iy.  cap.  cxxvi.  p.  3xx. 

Oux  «^x«  7in  xTv^tffcirti  rirr  /t/rarii«y»  «  r«p  fuij^ffctrti 
xfAlfip.  Qai  nulla  alia  mione  principadMi  faa(  ^adepti, 
quam-quod  (Koftet)  praeliando  fuperartnt. 

As  to  the  other  paflage  from  Thcophilus,  of 
which  the  Dodor  takes  notice  in  his  6jd  pi^> 
when  you  come  to  look  at  it  again;  you  will 
perceive  that  you  did  not  exactly  hit  on  the 
meaning  of  the  laft  line ;  and  I  think  the  Doftor 
was  a  little  warped  by  his  fyftcm,  when  he  tranf- 
latcd  God  the  word,  ibe  wifdom,  Man.  I  think 
it  pretty  plain  from  the  preceding  words,  ru  ^%u 
x)  T«  Ao>«,  j^  THf  ffopitti  ttviv,  that  the  words  in  quef- 
tion fhould  be  tranflated  "  that  there  might  be 
"  God,  bis  word,  bis  wifdom,  (and)  man."  But 
this  I  fubmit  to  your  better  judgment. 

ExtraSi 
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£xtra£f  from  the  fecond  Letter. 

,       Nov.  5,  1783* 
-"  What  fort  of  faces  are  we  to  carry. 


:e  this  neighbour  o{ ours  has  "  put  us  to  fhame  ?'* 
Li  might  have  got  through  the  bufinefs  :  but 
It  am  /,  a  puny  pedagogue,  *'  Ifte  Grasculus'* 
)  cannot  conjugate  a  Greek  verb,  nor  tell 
rther  it  be  perfeft  or  defeftive,  what  am  /  to 
'  It  is  a  bad  bufinefs  fure  enough  j  but  it 
i\ot  defperate  j  and  notwithftanding  the  vio- 
:e  of  the  attack,  I  do  not  feel  even  a  (ingle 
jnd.'^ 

'  I  rather  wondered  that  neither  you,  nor  Mr* 
— —  defired  me  to  give  my  authorities  for 
It  I  advanced  in  my  remarks.  I  had  them 
lyj  but  1  chofc  to  keep  them  back«  The 
erfary  has  fallen  fairly  into  the  ambufcades 
there  he  lies,  open,  as  far  as  1  <;an  judge  at 
ent,  to  ufe  his  own  language,  to  a  good 
ly  "  after-claps.*'  I  have  had  the  Review 
a  few  hours,  and  bufinefs  has  taken  up  fome 
:hofe  few,  fo  that  I  have  not  been  able  to 
much  attention  to  it.  However  I  have  read 
and  I  have  not  perceived  in  it  any  thing  that 
>rmidable.'* 

^  I  think  it  a  favourable  circumftancc  for  my 
nmatical  reputation,  which  this  tremendous 
mpion  has  taken  fo  much  pains  to  celebrate, 
:  my  original  copy  (in  which  the  unfortunate 
t^at  obfcurcs  and  "  baftardizcs"  my  Greek 
ot  to  be  found)  is  ftill  in  being;  otherwife,  I 
5ofc,  I  Ihould  hardly  have  been  believed  upon 
M  2  my 
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my  word,  that  I  could  have  made  out  the  firft 
future  middle  optative  of  tf-yil/^f/xa/,  even  with 
the  help  of  a  grammar.  What  a  wretched  mind, 
and  what  a  tottering  caufe  muft  that  man  hav€> 
who  can  defcend  to  fuch  felf-degrading  and  ridi- 
culous trivialities.  However,  I  have  already  feen 
that  he  is  not  guarded  againft  a  retort  of  fimilar 
civilities/' 


This  excellent  critic  will,  I  hope,  be  prevailed 
upon  to  give  the  public,,  at  his  leifurc,  a  new 
edition  of  his  valuable  Remarks,  with  fuch  ad- 
ditions and  obfervations  relating  to.the  fubjed:, 
as  may  occur  to  him.  They  will  be  elleemed 
by  all  good  judges  when  the  reply  to  thcta  Ihall 
be  forgotten. 

I  Ihall  take  this  opportunity  of  faying^  that 
the  writer  of  thcfe  remarks  is  one  of  the  few  on 
whofe  friendfhip  and  approbation  I  place  the 
higheft  value,  and  which  I  feel  as  a  ftrong  in- 
centive to  my  labours.  The  good  opinion  of 
thefe  few  I  am  under  no  apprehenfion  of  ever 
lofing ;  and,  though  I  hope  I  Jlhould  a6t  the  part 
which  confcience  diftates  without  that  auxiliary 
motive,  it  is  a  great  confolation  to  me>  and 
much  more  than  counterbalances  the  cenfures  of 
all  my  opponents.  That  friendfhip  with  the 
wife  and  the  virtuous,  which  I  have  the  happi- 
nefs  to  poflefs  in  this  world,  will,  I  truft,  be  re- 
fumed,  and  conftitute  a  principal  part  of  the 
felicity  of  another. 
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I  AM  truly  concerned,  that  the  difcuf- 
(ion  which  I  have  entered  into,  of  the 
hiftorlcal  evidence  of  the  dodrine  of  the 
primitive  ages  concerning  the  perfon  of 
Chrift,  has  not  taken  the  amicable  turn  that 
I  propofcd,  and  of  which  I  gave  a  fpecimen 
in  my  former  ferjes  of  Letters  to  Dr. 
Horjley.  Thofe  were  ftriftly  argumenta- 
tive, and  likewife  uniformly  refpedlful.  But 
as  bis  Letters  J  in  anfwer  to  me,  are  written 
in  a  ftyle  that  is  far  from  correfponding  to 
mine,  as  the  reader  muft  perceive  in  every 
page,  to  reply  to  him  in  the  fame  refpedful 
manner  in  which  I  firft  wrote,  would  have 
been  unnatural  and  abfurd.  In  the  prefent 
I  publication,  therefore,  I  have  taken  the  li- 
berty to  treat  him  with  more  freedom. 

a  As 
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As  he  has  declared  that  he  will  ni;ike  no 
farther  reply  to  me,  I  imagine  that  this 
publication  will  clofe  the  prefent  contro- 
verfy;  and  I  hope  it  will  not  have  been 
without  its  ule^  in  promoting  the  caufe  of 
truth,  though  I  am  periuaded  it  would  have 
anfwered  this  end  ftill  more  etFedtually,  if 
my  propofal  of  a  perfeftly  amicable  difcuf- 
fion,  and  alio  that  of  bringing  it  to  its  proper 
termination,  had  been  accepted^ 

I  am  now  proceeding  with   my  larger 
Hijlory   of  the  Jlate  of  opinions  concerning   j 
Chrijl  in  the  primitive  times.    But  to  execute   • 
this  work  as  I  wifti  to  doit,  and  confiftently  i 
with  my  other  engagements  and   purfuit^,  ij 
will  rcqu're  a  confiderablc  time,  hardly  lefs  | 
than   two   or   three  years.     Nor  will  my 
readers  wonder  at  this,  when  I  inform  thcair 
that  I  am  determined  to  examine  for  myfelf 
every  thing  that  has  been  written  by  any 
chriftian  writer  for  the  firft  five  or  fix  cen- 
turies after  Chrift,  with  the  fingle  view  of 
collcding  from  them  whatever  I  can  find 
to  throw  light  on   this  particular  fubjcft* 
After  this  examination,  in  which  I  have 

already 
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Ill 


already  made  confiderable  progrefs,  I  fhall 

carefully  attend  to  whatever  the  moft  re- 

fpedlable  modern  writers  have  advanced  on 

this  fubjedt  j  and  I  fhall  then  compofe  the 

work  with  all  the  circumfpedion  that  I  am 

capable  of;  introducing  into  it  any  thing 

that  I  fhall  think  proper  from  my  different 

publications  in  this  controverfy  (which  I 

confider  as  only  anfwering  a  temporary  pur- 

pofe)  and  then  abandon  it  to  the  cenfures 

of  my  critics  5  and  I  hope  there  will  not  be 

wanting  abler  men  than  Dr.  Horflcy,  to 

difcover,  and  corredt^whatever  imperfedions 

bay,  after  all,  be  found  in  it. 


' 


I  will  not  rafhiy  commit  myfclf  with 
Tcfpcdl  to  the  iffue  of  an  enquiry  of  this 
extent,  and  that  is  not  yet  completed ;  but 
I  can  aflure  my  readers,  that  I  fee  the  moft 
abundant  caufe  to  be  fatisfied  with  every 
thing  of  confequence  that  I  have  advanced 
b  this  controverfy ;  and  that  I  am  able  to 
produce  much  additional  evidence  for  every 
article  of  it,  as  well  as  a  variety  of  other 
matter  relating  to  the  fubjedt,  which  will 
a  %  throw 
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throw  light  on  the  opiriions,  and  turn  of 
thinking,  in  early  times. 

•  Among  other  particulars,  I  (hall  examine 
as  thoroughly  as  I  can,  thofe  platonic  na- 
tions concerning  God,  and  the  general 
fyilem  of  things,  which  prepared  the  way 
for  the  do(5trine  of  the  divinity  of  Cbrift, 
and  of  the  trinity  -,  (hewing  how  they  were 
underftood,  and  how  far  they  were  adopted, 
by  the  chriflian  writers.  In  the  mean 
time,  having  long  given  a  good  deal  of  at- 
tention to  the  fubjeft,  I  will  venture  to  fay, 
that  from  what  Dr.  Horfley  has  dropped 
concerning  Platonifm,  as  well  as  from  the 
admiration  he  has  expreffed  of  it,  he  under« 
ftands  very  little  of  the  matter. 

As  I  now  confider  this  controverfy  as 
clofed,  it  is  probable  that  till  my  larger 
work  be  printed,  the  public  will  hear  no 
more  from  me  on  this  fubjedt.  But  if  any 
thing  more  plauiible  than  has  yet  been. 
urged  ihould  appear,  I  (hall  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  noticing  it  in  the  TAeo/ogicai  Re^ 

pofitory^ 
♦J 
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"iofitory^  which  I  hope  foon  to  open  again  • 
sind  if  any  perfon  will  give  his  name,  and 
propofe  any  difficulty  whatever  relating  to 
the  prcfent  difcuffion,  fo  that  I  fliall  fee  rea- 
fon  to  think  that  it  proceeds  from  a  love  of 
truth,  and  a  defire  of  information,  I  here 
promife  that  I  will  fpeak  fully  to  it,  and  I 
fliall  be  as  explicit  as  I  poflibly  can.  But 
to  be  more  fo  than  I  have  hitherto  been,  is 
impoffible.  Such  as  I  have  been,  the  public 
fliall  always  find  me.  I  have  no  refcrve  or 
concealment  with  refpeft  to  myfelf,  and  I 
fliall  always  endeavour  to  prefcrve  as  much 
candour  as  poflible  with  regard  to  others. 
But  if  I  have  been  addifted  to  the  artifices  and 
dtceits  that  Dr.  Horfley  fo  vehemently  ac- 
cufcs  me  of,  and  if  I  have  actually  pradlifed 
.'them  to  the  age  of  fifty,  I  fliall  hardly  lay 
them  afide  now.  Let  the  public,  there-  . 
fore,  be  upon  their  guard  againft  me,  and 
••  watch  me  as  narrowly"  as  he  fays,  p. 
39,  is  neceflary.  Great  changes  in  character 
and  habit  feldom  take  place  at  my  age. 

In  this  larger  work,  on  which  I  am  now 
employed,  I  find  myfelf,  in  a  great  meafure 

a  3  upon 
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Upon  new  ground.     At  leaft,  I  fee  reafoh  to 
think  that  it  has  never  been  fufiiciently  ex!^ 
amined  by  any  perfon  who  has  had   the 
fame  general  views  of  things  that  I  have* 
Dr.  Lardner,  who   was  as  much  conver- 
fant  with  the  early  chriftian  writers  as  per«- 
haps  any  man  whatever^  and  whofe  ienti— 
ments  on  the  fubje(3:  of  this  controverijFH 
were  the  fame  with  rnine^  yet  had  anotheca 
objed  in  reading  them.     When  I  applioB 
to  him  for  fome  afiiflance,  it  was  too  nea^ 
the  clofe  of  his  life;  and  the  few  hint^ 
with  which  he   did  furnifh   me,   relate<^ 
wholly  to  ^e  dodrine  of  atonement^  oirr 
which  he  had  before  published  a  fmall  trad0 
of  mine, 

Przipcovius  wrote  upon  this  fubjed,  butf 
what  he  has  advanced  is  very  fhort,  and  very^ 
imperfc<a.  What  Zuicker  did,  I  can  only 
Jearn  from  Biihop  Bull,  who  had  not  fcen 
all  his  works ;  but  I  fufped  that  he  was 
not  mafler  of  all  the  evidence  that  may  be 
procured  from  a  careful  reading  of  ancient 
writers^  and  a  comparifon  of  the  feveral  cir- 
cumflances  to  be  colleded  from  them  i  and 
I  it 
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it  certainly  requires  no  fmall  degree  of 
patience^  as  well  as  judgment  and  fagacity^ 
to  trace  the  real  ftate  of  the  unitarian 
chriftians  in  early  times  from  the  writings 
of  their  enemies  only.  For  all  their  own 
writings  are  cither  groflly  interpolated,  or 
have  perifhed,  except  the  CiementineSjV/hich 
is  a  work  of  great  curiofity,  and  has  not 
yet  been  fufficiently  conlidered.  But  a 
candid  reader  will  make  allowance  for  this 
great  difadvantage^  which,  as  the  hiftorian 
of  the  unitarians,  I  muft  labour  under. 
Who  is  there  that  will  pretend  to  colled: 
from  the  Roman  hiftorians  ofily,  a  complete 
account  of  the  affairs  of  the  Carthaginians^ 
the  maxims  of  their  conduct,  and  the  mo- 
tives of  their  public  tranfa&ions,  efpecially 
in  relation  to  thofc  things  with  refpeA  to 
which  wc  know  that  they  mutually  accufed 
each  other  i 

The  Clementines  {pi  which  the  Recogni^ 
iions  is  little  more  than  another  edition)  was 
probably  written  about  the  time  of  Juftin 
Martyr.  It  is  properly  a  theological  romance^ 
vid  a  fine  compofition  of  its  kind.  The 
a  4  author 
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author  was  perhaps  too  proud  of  his  abili- 
ties as  a  writer ;  but  his  work  is  certainly 
fuperior  to  any  thing  that  is  now  extant  of 
that  age,  the  writings  of  Juftin  Martyr  by 
no  means  excepted.  It  abounds  with  cu- 
rious circumftances  relating  to  the  cuftoms 
and' opinions  of  the  times;  and  on  that 
account  it  is  ftrongly  recommended  by 
Cotelerius,  the  editor.  He  fays^  that 
'*  though  it  abounds  with  trifles  and  errors, 
*^  which  had  their  fource  in  a  half  chriftian 
*'  philofophy,  and  herefy,  efpecially  that 
"  of  the  Ebionites,  it  may  be  read  with 
«'  advantage,  both  on  account  of  the  cle- 
♦'  gance  of  the  ftile,  and  the  various  learn- 
*'  ing  that  it  contains,  and  likewife  for  the 
'*  better  underftahding  the  dodtrine  of  the 
*'  firft  heretics*/' 

It  is  remarkable,  not  only  that  the  author 
of  this  work,  writing  in  the  names  of  Peter 

*  Et  vcro  quae  damus  Clementina,  licet  nugis,  licet 
crroribu3  fcatent,  a  femichrifliana  philofopliia,  et  haereG, 
prxcipue  Ebioniiica,  profcflis,  non  fine  fiuflu  tamen 
legcntur,  turn  propter  elegantiam  fcrmonis,  turn  mul- 
tiplicis  doftrinc  caufa,  turn  dcnique  ad  ra^lius  cognof* 
ccnda  primarum  Hserefion  dogmata.     Preface. 

and 
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and  Clement,  makes  them  unitarians,  but, 
that  in  a  great  variety  of  theological  dif- 
cufiions  upon  nice  fubjecls  (in  which  every 
thing  relating  to  the  do6triric  of  the  Gnof- 
tics,  as  it  then  flood,  is  minutely  treated) 
there  is  no  appearance  of  his  having  fo 
much  as  heard  of  the  doftrine  of  the  per^^ 
fonification  of  the  logos ^  or  of  the  divinity  or 
pre^exiftence  ofChriJlj  in  any  other  form  than 
that  of  the  Gnoftics,  except  in  fome  parti- 
cular expreflions,  which  Cotelerius  fuppofes 
to  be  the  interpolations  of  fome  Arian.  It  is 
probable,  therefore,  that  though  fome  of 
the  works  of  Juftin  Martyr  might  perhaps 
have  been  extant  when  this  writer  was 
employed  about  his,  they  were  but  little 
km  'vn,  or  his  opinions  might  have  been 
adopted  by  few  perfons  only. 

Now  this  writer,  whofe  knowledge  of 
the  ftate  of  opinions  in  his  time  cannot  be 
queftioncd,  would  hardly  have  reprcfented 
Peter  and  Clement  as  unitarians,  if  he  had 
not  thought  them  to  be  fuch.  Nay,  it 
may  be  inferred  from  the  view  that  he  has 
given  of  thtir  principles,  that,  fuppofing 

the 
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the  dodrinc  of  the  trinity  to  have  exifted 
in  his  time,  yet  that  Peter,  Clement,  and 
confequently  the  great  body  of  chriftian$ 
in  the  apoftolici^age,  were  generally  tbwgbt 
to  have  been  unitarians,  as  he  muft  have 
imagined  that  this  circumflance  would  con«- 
tribute  to  the  credibility  of  his  narrative, 
A  writer  who  perfonates  another,  will  be 
as  careful  as  he  can  to  afcribe  to  him  no 
opinions  but  fuch  as  are  commonly  fup- 
pofed  to  be  his  ;  for  without  this  the  im- 
pofition,  if  any  fuch  was  intended,  could 
not  anfwer  his  purpofe.  But  I  much  quef- 
tion  whether  any  ferious  impofition  was 
really  intended  by  this  writer.  The  farther 
confideration  of  this  fubjed,  howe9&r»  | 
refbrve  for  my  larger  work. 

To  return  from  this  digreflion,  I  /hall 
obferve,  that,  as  to  the  learned  chriftians 
of  the  laft  age  (excepting  the  Athanafians) 
they  were  almod  all  Arians,  fuch  as  Dr, 
Whitby,  Dr.  Clarke,  Mr.  Whifton,  Mr. 
Jackfon,  Mr.  Pierce,  &c.  In  their  time, 
it  was  a  great  thing  to  prove  that  the  doc- 
trine of  the  per  fed  equality  of  the  Son  to 

thq 
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the  Father^  in  all  divine  perfedions,  was  not 
the  doiftrine  of  the  early  ages.     Thofe  wri- 
ters   could    not,  indeed,    help   perceiving 
traces  of  the  dodtrine  of  ihtjimple  humanity 
of  Chrift  I  but  taking  it  for  granted  that 
this  was   an   opinion   concerning   him  as 
much  too  low^  as  that  of  the  Athanafians 
was  too  high  J  and  there  being  no  diftinguiihed 
advocates  for  the  proper  unitarian  do£trine 
in  their  time,  they  did  not  give  fufficient 
attention  to  the  circumftances  relating  to 
it.      Thefe  circumftances   it  will    be  my 
buiinefs  to  colledt,  and  to  compare ;  and^ 
iituated  as  I  am,  it  may  be  depended  upon, 
that  I   fhall  do  it  with  all   the  circum* 
fpeftion  of  which  I  am  capable. 

Notwithftanding  the  fullnefs  of  my  own 
perfuafion,  I  am  far  from  being  fanguine 
in  my  expedtations  with  refpect  to  others; 
even  from  the  ftrongeft  evidence  that  I  can 
produce,  of  the  primitive  chriftians  having 
been  univerfally,  or  very  generally,  unita- 
rians. Though  there  do  not  appear  to  be 
fo  many  learned  Arians  at  prefent  as  there 
were  thirty  or  forty  years  ago,  yet  I  am 

well 
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well  aware  that  the  impreffiba  node  hf 

xheir  writings  is  fucht  ^  thattlRxfe^pn'fims 

who  have  how  the  moft  repucatiob;  £»»  thoo^ 

.*>•    logical    literature  (havings    in  hSt,  beea 

-^^.^Iwir.difciple^    arc  yery  generally  of  their 

jopiaiop^-as  I  myielf  formerly  wasj   and 

|herefore  that  there  is  atpreient,  aa^  might 

.  wdil  be  expeded^  a  general  prepofleffion 

'  jigainft  me  among  the  more  learned  chrif* 
tianS|^  with  refpe£b  to  this  arguments 

•  I  am  alio  not  fo  ignorant  of  hiftory,  or  of 
human  nature^  as  not  to  be  fenfible,  that 
time  is  requifite  to  make  any  confiderable 
thange  even  in  the  opinions  of  the  learned^ 
though  it  certainly  requires  more  time  to 
produce  an  equal  change  in  thofe  of  the 
onleamed  5  and  with  rcfpeft  to  moft  pcr- 
fons  who  are  advanced  in  life,  it  is  hardly 
to  be  expe&ed  from  any  force  of  argu* 
ment.  But  in  the  laft  ten  years  a  very 
great  change  has  been  made  in  the  opinions 
of  thofe  who  have  given  much  attention  to 
theological  matters,  and  the  number  of 
unitarians  is  greatly  increafed.  A  learned 
Trinitarian  is  almoft  a  phenomenon  in  this 
^jL  country^. 
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country,  and  learned  Arians  are  much  fewer 
than  they  have  been*.  And  when  the 
hiftorical  arguments  in  favour  of  proper  uni- 
tarianifm,  which  have  hitherto  been  very 
much  overlooked,  fhall  be  duly  attended  to, 
cfpecially  that  which  arifes  from  the  con- 
fideration  of  the  great  body  of  the  common 
people  among  chriftians  having  thought 
that  Chrift  was  fimply  a  man  infpired  ofGod^ 
and  their  having  had  no  knowledge  of  his 
pre^exiftence^  the  concluiion  that  fuch  a 
general  perfuafion  muft  have  been  derived 
from  the  apoftles  having  taught  no  other 
doftrine,  will  not  eafily  be  avoided.  It  will 
alfo  weigh  much  with  thofe  who  arc  apt 
to  lay  great  ftrcfs  on  the  ufual  conftrudion 
of  fome  particular  texts^  to  confider,  that, 
in  thofe  early  times,  the  fcriptures  were 
conftantly  read  by  perfons  better  qualified 
to  underftand  the  language  of  them  than 

*  By  a  kamed  Trinitarian  or  Ariomy  I  do  not  mean  a 
man  vtho  has  merely  clafEcal  literature,  any  more  than 
mathematical  or  philofophical  knowledge  ;  but  one  who, 
having  a  competent  knowledge  of  the  learned  languages, 
has  made  theology  and  ecclcjiajlkai  hijiorj  his  principal 
ftudy.  And  I  much'quefiion  whether  this  has  been  the 
calc  with  Doftor  Horiley. 

W«. 
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we. at  this  time  can  pretend  to  be,  with- 
out  fuggefling  any  fuch  potions  of  the 
divinityt  or  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift^ 
as  are  now  fuppofed  to  be  clearly  con- 
tained in  thenA.  When  thefe^  I  iay»  and 
other  fimilar  arguments^  fhall  have  had 
time  to  operate^  they  will,  I  am  confident^ 
meet  with  lefs  obftrudion  continoallj,  and 
produce  a  iUll  greater  change  in  ten  years 
to  come* 

As  the  dodrine  of  the  pre-exiftence  of 
Chrift  came  in  with  philofophical  and  fpe«» 
ciilative  people,  and  required  many  centum 
rieSi  and  thofe  years  of  grofs  darkneis,  be« 
fore  it  laid  firm  hold  on  the  minds  of  tho 
common  people^  it  will  certainly  remain 
a  long  time  with  them  i  and  a  difpofi* 
tion  to  accommodate  to  thefe  will  likewiie 
x^perate  to  quicken  the  zeal  of  many  teachers 
of  chriftianity  in  its  defence*  This  will, 
no  doubt,  protra(^  the  sra  of  reformation, 
towards  which  the  enlightened  friends  of 
chriftianity  look  forwards  with  confidence 
'  and  joy,  to  a  more  diflant  period. 

la 
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In  the  mean  time^  it  ,is  a  great  fatisfac- 
tion  to  refledt,  that,   whatever  difEculties 
may  lie  in  the  way  of  truth,  no  proper  ef- 
fort to  remove  them  can  be  without  its 
cfFed:.     So  regular  are  the  laws  of  nature, 
refpeding  even  the  human  mind,  and  the 
influences  to  which  it  is  expofed,  that  no 
endeavours  to  inflrudt  or  reform  the  world 
can  be  wholly  loft;     Like  feed  thrown  into 
the  ground,  they  may  /cem  to  be  loft,  but 
in  due  time,  if  the  foil  be  good,  and  other 
circumftanccs   favourable    (and   for    thefe 
things,  we,  who  fcatter  our  feed  promifcu- 
oufly,   muft  take  our  chance)   the  harveft 
will,    in  its  proper   fcafon,   be  abundant^ 
This  confideration  ihould  encourage  all  the 
labourevs  in   the  great  field  of  mankind  to 
flow  in  bope^  and  to  fow  in  hope ;   that,  if 
not  we,  at  leaft  our  pofterity,  may  become 
partakers  of  our  hope,     i  Cor.  ix.  lo. 

I  can  already  perceive  that  feveral  per- 
ions  of  more  ingenuous  difpofitions  among 
my  Arian  friends  are  much  ftruck  with 
fome  of  the  circumftanccs  which  I  have 
brought  to  light,  and  others  haw  had 
their  objeftions  completely  removed^;   fo^ 

that. 
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that  I  am  not  without  hope  that  a  much 
greater  number  will  think  as  I  now  do, 
when  my  larger  work  fhall  be  publifhed ; 
efpecially  if  a  fufficient   degree  of  atten- 
tion be  excited   to  the   fubjedl.      In  this 
view  I  am   truly  thankful    for  what  has 
already  been    done  by  Dr.   Horfley,    and 
the  Monthly  Reviewers,  and  on  this  ac- 
count I  fincerely  wiiQi   that   their   credit 
and  influence  were  more  confiderable  and 
extenfivc  than  they  are.     This  oppofition, 
and  the  eflfeft  of  it  abroad,  will  contribute 
to  make  the    controvcrfy  better  known; 
and  though  the  truth  may  be  borne  down 
for  a  time,  it  will  be  the  more  firmly  cfta- 
blifhed  in  confequence  of  it,  in  the  end. 
It  is  like  finking  a  piece  of  cork,  which, 
with  the  greater  force  it  is  plunged  un- 
der water,  with  the  greater  force  and  ce- 
lerity it  will  recover  its  natural  place.     It 
is  with   great   tranquility   and  fatisfaftion 
that  I  look  forward  towards  this  period ; 
and  I  fliould  not  be  qualified  to  appear  be- 
fore the  public  at  all,  if,  in  the  mean  time^ 
I  could  not  look  upon  fuch  an  oppofition 
as  I  have  hitherto  experienced  with  a  mix- 
ture .of  indifference  and  contempt. 

When 
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When  this  inveftigation  fhall  be  com- 
pletely finifhed,  it  will,  probably,  be  matter 
of  furprize  to  many,  that  it  was  not  fooner 
difcovered,    that  the  unitarians  mufi  h»o$ 
bten^  and  certainly  were^  the  gre;it  body  of 
common  chriftians  till  after  the  council  of 
Nice.     It  may  even  be  faid,  that  there  was 
very  little  merit  indeed,  in  proving  a  thing 
fo  extremely  obvious,  and  that  many  other 
perfons  had  proved  it  quite  as  well  before.  I 
ihall,  if  I  live  to  fee  it,  rejoice  in  this  change  of 
opinion,  let  who  will  have  contributed  to  it. 

In  the  mean  time,  what  is  all  the  oppofi-* 

tion  that  a  man  can  meet  with,  from  what-^ 

tver  perfons,  and  in  whatever  form  it  be 

carried  on,  when  weighed  again  ft  the  full 

convidlion  of  his  own  mind,  arifing  from  a 

fair  and  careful  examination  ?    And  with 

Fefpedl  to  the  judgment  of  the  Public,  the 

tfFcd  of  any  mode  of  oppofition  is  only 

temporary.        What    did   the    unqualified 

approbation    of    all    the    defenders    of  a 

pretended    common  fenfe,  by   the  Monthly 

Reviewers  of  that  day,  do  for  the  dodtrine  ? 

b  Has 
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Has  it  now  any  advocates  ?  Thofe  Re« 
viewers^  quote,  without  the  leaft  fufpicioa 
of  any  thing  aoiifs,  even  Dr.  Ofwald's  tt^ 
futation  ofthe  only  iatlsfadory  argument  for 
the  being  of  a  God^  viz.  from  the  confident- 
tioft  of  cau/e  and  efftS.  But  what  has  it 
availed  in  the  ifltie?  And  what  fignified 
the  rancour -with  which  they  treated  my 
defence  of  the  true  conmion  ienie  againft 
4i^ff  urious  one  ?  Though  much  admired 
in  its  day,  it  hail  not  been  in  their  power  to 
r^fcoe  it  from  oblivion. 

Though  Dr.  Horfley  is  determined  to 
make  no  reply  to  me  (and,  indeed,  unlefs 
he  was  better  informed  with  refped  to  this 
fubjed,  it  is  more  advifable  for  him   to 
leave  the  field  to  abler  writers)  he  is  ac- 
countable to  the  Public  for  milleading  them, 
as  he  has  done  with  refpeft  to  facts  in  an- 
cient hillory,  and  for  his  defamation  of  the 
illuftrious  dead;   as  well  as  for  his  want  of 
common  candour,  and  his  mifreprefentations 
as  to  the  living.  If  he  be  an  honeft  man,  and 
iifan  ingenuous  mind^  hemuft,  in  fome  mode 
?*.'  ^  or 
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i^r  other,  either  refute  this  charge,  or  ac* 
knowledge  the  juftnefs  of  it.  He  fays,  with 
refpe(5t  to  me,  p,  6,  **  A  writer  of  whom 
•*  it  is  once. proved  that  he  is  ill  informed 
**  upon  his  fubjedl,  has  no  right  to  demand 
**  a  farther  hearing/*  To  which  of  us  two 
the  obfervation  bed:  applies,  let  others 
judge.  When  he  has  read  thefe  Letters  (i£ 
he  fhould  think  proper  to  read  them  at  all) 
he  will,  I  prefume,  be  a  little  better  in- 
formed than  he  is  at  prefent;  and  then  I 
fhall  have  no  objedion  to  his  having  an- 
other hearing,  but  I  (hall  not  think  myfelf 
bound  to  reply. 

As    to   the   Monthly  Reviewer,    Mr* 

Badcock,  if  he  ihould  ever  really  ftudy  the 

fubjedt  of  this  controverfy    (which  it  is 

evident  enough  he  has  not  done  yet)  he 

will  find  that  he  is  miftaken  with  refpe<3: 

to  every  part  of  it ;  and  if  ever  he  comes  to 

refledt  upon  his  condu(5t  in  this  bufinefs  in 

a  tnora.1  light,  he  will  feel  more  than  I 

iKould  wifh  him,  or  any  man  to  do,  except  r 

for  his  own  good. 

b  a  I  /hall 
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.  I  ftiall  clofe  this  preface  with  reminding 
the  reader,  that  he  fhoutd  carefully  dif- 
tinguifli  with  refpea  to  the  importance  of 
the  different  articles  that  are  now  the  fub-i 
je£t  of  difcuflion.  To  prevent  any  material 
miftake  of  this  kind,  I  publifhed  a  fmall  i 
pamphlet,  intitled,  ^  General  View  oftbel 
Arguments  fir  the  Unity  of  God,  and  a^mnfl  1 
the  Divinity  and  Pre-exifence  ofChriJi^frcm 
Reajon^  from  the  Scriptures,  and  from  Hif-^ 
Hry  I  that  when  any  advantage  fliould  be 
gained,  either  by  myfelf,  or  my  antagonifts, 
it  might  be  fcen  at  once  what  the  amount 
of  it  really  was,  and  be  eftimatcd  accord- 
ingly. To  this  fmall  piece,  and  efpecially 
the  Maxims  of  hiftorical  Criticifm^  contained 
in  it,  and  in  my  former  Letters  to  Dr. 
Horjleif,  I  wifh  that  particular  attentioii 
may  be  j;iven  in  the  courfe  of  this  con- 
troverfy,  whcthtr  carried  on  by  myfelf  or 
others. 

.,:  Larjgc  works,  particularly  of  the  hifto-> 
tical  kind,  were  never  yet  known  to  be  free 
from  miftakes.     The  fubjedt  of  my  Hilary 

of 
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efthe  Corruptions  of  Chrijlianity  was  fo  com- 
plexy  and  my  attention  was  of  courfe  di* 
vided  among  fuch  a  variety  of  different 
articles,  and  the  materials  were  collected  at 
the  diftancc  of  fo  many  years,  that  I  really 
wonder  that  it  has  efcaped  fo  well  as  it  has 
done ;  not  one  miftake  having  been  difco^ 
vered  in  it,  that  at  all  afFe£ts  my  general 
defign.  What  arc  all  the  errors  put  to- 
gether compared  to  that  grofs  one  which 
I  have  fhewn  Moiheim  and  Dr.  Horfley 
to  have  fallen  into  ;  and  yet  the  credit  of 
Molheim's  hiftory  will  not  he  materially 
affedted  by  it  on  the  whole  ?  It  is  a  work 
that  I  fhall  not  fcruple  to  quote  myfelf,  as 
I  may  have  occafion,  making  due  allowance 
for  the  author's  peculiar  prejodkes.  The 
caadid  reader  will  make  the  f&st  allowance 
for  me.  Time,  however,  will  (hew  what 
the  overfights  have  been.  Thefe  will,  of 
courfe^  be  corrected,  and  what  remains  will 
Aand  the  firmer  on  that  account. 

Though  I  cannot  fay  to  Dr.  Horfley, 

;is  he  does  to  me,  p.  9.   "I  fhould  have 

L     **  more  than  a  fingle  remark  to  make  on 
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'*  almoft  every  fentcnce  of  every  one  of  your 
**  ten  letters,"  it  would  have  been  eafy  for 
me,  from  the  materials  that  I  have  already 
coUefted,  to  have  extended  this  publication 
to  a  much  greater  length.  But  I  do  not 
chufe,  in  thefe  temporary  pieces,  to  forcftal 
my  larger  work ;  though  I  think  it  may  be 
of  ufe  to  produce  fo  much  of  what  I  have 
colleAed,  as  may  tend  to  excite  a  more  ge« 
neral  attention  to  the  fubjed,  and  invite 
others  to  engage  in  the  fame  inquiry  3  that 
when  I  do  publifh  that  work,  I  rnzy  fi^d 
piore  readers  properly  prepared  to  judge  of 
it  than  there  appear  to  be  at  prefcnt.  For 
that  there  are  at  prefent  thofe  who  are  not 
thus  prepared,  there  cannot  be  a  clearer 
indication|H|Ui  that  the  writings  of  Mr. 
Badcock  ancT  Dr,  Horfley  in  this  contro- 
verfy  have  found  admirers.  Indeed,  if  I 
had  not  had  the  objeft  above-mentioned, 
and  alfo  thought  that  their  animadverfions 
gave  me  a  good  opportunity  of  producing 
additional  evidence  for  what  I  had  advanced 
in  my  Hijldry  of  the  Corruptions  ofChriJlianity^ 
I  fhould  not  have  troubled  myfelf  with  re- 
plying to  their  objeftions,  or  abufe.     If  I 

ba4 
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d  left  all  their  darts  flicking  in  my 
ckler,  they  would  not  have  retarded  my 
:>grefs. 

At  all  events,  I  wifh  the  moft  rigorous- 
^eftigation  of  this  fubjed:  to  proceed, 
latever  may  be  the  confequence  with 
pea  to  my  opinions,  or  myfelf ;  as  I 
I  fincerely  adopt  the  prayer  of  Ajax, 
Dted  by  me  in  my  firft  controverfy  with 
.  Brown. 

Horn.  II.  Lib.  xriL  v.  646. 

yivc  me  but  day,  let  light  the  truth  difclofe  ; 
Though  mi  its  beams  confound,  and  not  my  Jots. 


Jince  the  whole  of  this  treatife  was  fent 
the  prefs,  I  have  feen  a  pofthumous  piece 
Dr.  Lardner's,  juft  publi(hed,  intitled, 
tr  Difcourfes  on  PhiL  ii.  4,  —  12. 
ich  I  cannot  omit  this  opportunity  of 
ft  earneftly  recommending  to  all  my 
icrs.  It  is  written  with  that  fimplicity 
I  modefty  which  diftinguifh  all  his  writ* 
b  4  ingsj 
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ings ;  and  I  ihould  think  it  cannot  fail  to 
make  a  great  impreflion  on  thofe  whole 
minds  are  at  all  open  to  convidion»  in  fa« ' 
vour  of  the  doftrine  of  the  fimple  humanitjr 
of  Chrift.  This  he  generally  calls  the 
Nazarean^  and  fometimes  the  Unitarian 
dodrine,  as  oppofed  both  to  the  Trinita^ 
rian  and  the  Arian  fchemes,  which  he  par^ 
ticularly  confidcrs*  **  This,"  he  fays,  p. 
70,  ^^  ieems  to  be  the  plained,  and  moft 
^^  ilmple  fcheme  of  all ;  and  it  is  generally 
*^  allowed  to  have  been  the  belief  of  the 
"  Nazarean  chriftians,  or  the  Jewifli  be- 
"  lievers/* 

For  the  convenience  of  the  reader,  I  have 
fubjoined  to  this  preface,  a  fflort  ftate  of 
the  different  opinions  held  by  Dr,  Horfley 
and  myfelf  on  the  fubjeft  of  this  contro- 
vcrfy ;  and  alfo  an  account  of  the  time  in 
which  the  principal  ecclefiaftical  writers, 
and  other  perfons  whofe  names  moft  fre- 
quently occur  in  the  courfe  of  it,  -floti- 
rifhed.  This  will  alfo  be  ufeful  to  the 
readers  of  my  Hijlory  of  the  Corruptiom  of 
Chrijiianity. 

Having, 
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Having,  in  the  courfe  of  this  contrbvcrfy, 
id  occafion  very  carefully  to  revife  that 
irt  of  the  Hiftory  w^hich  relajes  to  the 
;rfon  of  Chrift,  I  can  aflure  the  reader, 
lat  I  fee  no  reafon  to  make  any  more  than 
ic  following  corfeSiions  and  alterations  ^ 
hich^  confidering  the  difficulty,  and  ex- 
:nt  of  the  undertaking,  will,  I  think,  be 
:emed  to  be  very  inconfiderable,  and,  upon 
le  whole,  by  no  means  unfavourable  to  my 
rincipal  objedt. 

N.  B.  (b)  £\%n\Sie%  from  the  bottom  of  thi  page. 
P.  7 . 1.  8.  {b)  after  Nazarenes^  read  and  it  may  be  infgmd 
em  Origen^  Epipbanius.^  and  Eufebius^  that  tbe^  (ffr. 

P.  g.  1.  7.  read  on  account  of  the  errors  it  contained^  and 
tje  errors  could  be  no  other  than  the  unitarian  dodrinc. 

P.  19.  1.  2-  after  corrupted^  add  and  as  thcfc  unitarians 
e  called  idioia  (common  and  ignorant  people)  by  Ter- 
llian,  it  is  more  natural  to  look  for  ancient  opinions  among 
em  than  among  the  learned^  who  are  more  apt  to  innovate, 
"^ith  fucb  manifeji  unfairnefs  does  Eufebius^  or  a  more  an- 
'nt  writer  J  whofe  fentiments  he  adopts^  treat  the  unitarians^ 
r. 

lb.  1.  6.  ior  fuccejfor^  itzi  predccejfor. 

P.  29. 1.  9.  &c.  [b)  dele  all  within  the  parenthefis: 

P.  32 . 1.  3.  {b)  dele,  is  not  quoted  ij,  Ireneeus  andy  ^c. 

p.  55. 
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.  P.  55.1.  7.  (*)  read  the  greater  part.  \ 

P.  74. 1.  6.  del^,  According  to  Epipbanius^  and  to  the    ' 
end  of  the  fcntencc. 

P.  99.  1.  6.  {b)  read  that  tbere  maj  h  iSddj  tbt  wtri^ 
tvifdQtn,  man. 

p.  21G.  L  X2.  For  our  Lord^  read  tbo  Lord. 

In     V  O  L.        n. 

P.  X 1. 1. 10.  seadf  In  this  ago  the  tebk  on  wbicb  it  wu 
telebrated  was  called  the  nqftical  table ^  and  Theopbibu^  If    , 
fvbom  Jerom  (iftbeepijtle  begemune)  writes^  fajs^  thattti 
very  utenfils^  (fc. 

For  this  laft  correAion,  I  am  obliged  to  the  writer  of 
the  Critical  Review;  and  I  (haQ  be  thankful  to  aoyof  mj 
readers  for  the  notice  of  any  other  overfight,  from  wUcli 
a  work  of  this  extent  could  not  be  expelled  to  be  1 


N.  B.  A  copy  of  thefe  correCUons  will  be  given  to  the  pw^. 
chafers  of  ihc  Hiftorj. 
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CATALOGUE  of  the  principal  Ecclefiafttcal 
VriUrSy  (^c.  after  the  Apoftolic  Age^  with  the 
^ime  when  they  flourijhed^  chiefly  from  Cavc*s 
rliftoria  Literaria. 
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Tbe  liferent  Opinkns  of  Dr.   Horsley  ani  Df# 
'  PfiiESTLEy,  briefiy  fiatid, 

T^  H  AT  my  readers  majr  more  eafily  form  » 
clear  and  comprehenfive  idea  of  the  natwri 
and  €xUn$  of  this  controverfyj  I  ftialla  in  this 
place,  briefly  ftate  the  principal  articles  on  which 
Dr.  HorQey  and  myfelf  hold  different  opinions* 

I.  Dr,  Horfley  infifts  upon  it,  that  the  faith 
of  the  primitive  cbrifl:ian  church  muft  have  been 
trinitarianj  becaufe  that  doftrine  appears  in  the 
writings  of  Barnabas  and  Ignatius,  I  fay  that, 
admitting  thcfc  works  to  be  genuine  in  the  main^ 
they  bear  evident  marks  of  interpolation  with 
rcfpeft  to  this  very  fubjedj  and  therefore  the 
Conclufion  is  not  juft. 

m  2-  Dr-  Horfley  fays,  that  thofe  who  are  called 
EiiofiiUSy  did  not  exift  in  the  age  of  the  apbftlcs^ 
and  alfo  that,  though  they  believed  the  fimple 
humanity  of  Chrift,  they  probably  held  fomc 
myftcrious  exaltation  of  his  nature  after  hi»  afcen-^ 
fion,  which  made  him  the  objeft  of  prayer  to 
them.  I  fay  the  Ebionites  certainly  exiftcd  in 
the  time  of  the  apoftles,  and  that  this  notion  of 
their  holding  fuch  an  exaltation  of  his  nature,  a» 
to  make  him  the  objeft  of  prayer,  is  highly  im- 
probable. 

J.  Dr. 
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3.  Dr,  Horfley  fays,  that  thofe  who  arc  called 
Nazarenes  by  the  early  chriftian  writers,  believed 
the  divinity  of  Chrift,  that  they  did  not  exift  till 
after  the  time  of  Adrian,  and  had  their  name 
from  the  place  where  they  fettled  in  the  North* 
of  Galilee,  after  they  were  then  driven  from  Je- 
rufalem.  I  maintain  that  thefe  Nazarenes  no 
more  believed  the  divinity  of  Chrift  than  the 
Ebionites,  and  that,  together  with  them,  they 
were  fuppofcd,  by  the  chriftian  Fathers,  to  have 
cxifted  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles. 

4.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that^there  was  a  church 
of  orthodox  Jewilh  chriftians  at  Jerufalem,  after 
the  time  of  Adrian ;  f6r  that  the  body  of  Jewifh 
chriftians,  who  had  before  obferved  the  law  of 
Mofes,  abandoned  their  ceremonies  after  the  de- 
ftruftion  of  the  place,  in  order  to  obtain  the- 
privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony,  fettled  there  by 
Adrian.  Origen  who  aflerts  that  the  Jewifh 
chriftians  had  not  abandoned  the  laws  and  cuf- 
toms  of  their  anceftors,  Dr.  Horfley  fays  muft  • 
have  known  the  contrary,  and  therefore  aflerted 
a  wilful  falfliood.  I  fay  that  Adrian  expelled  all 
the  Jews,  whether  chriftians  or  not,  from  Jerufa- 
lem, that  the  chriftian  church  afterwards  fettled 
at  Jerufalem  confifted  wholly  of  Gentile  con- 
verts, and  that  the  teftimony  of  Origen,  agree-' 
log  with  this,  is  highly  worthy  of  credit. 

5.  Dr.   Horfley  maintains,   that  though   he- 
finds  no  unitarians  in  the  apoftolic  age,  a  cen- 
3  furc 
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fyrc  was  mtended  for  them  by  the  apoftk  John  in 
the  phrafe  Cbrift  came  in  ihe  jlejb.  I  affcrt  that^ 
the  unitarians  did  exift  in  great  numbera  io  the 
time  of  John*  but  that  he  did  Jiot  cenfure  them 
at  all ;  and  that  the  phrafe  Chrifi  came  in  the  jitp^ 
relates  to  the  Gnoftics  only, 

6.  Dr.  Horfley  aJTerts,  that  the  unitarians,  from 
the  time  that  thty  made  their  appearance,  were 
confidered  as  heresies  by  the  orthodox  chriftians, 
and  not  admitted  to  communion  with  them,  and 
particularly  that  they  were  included  by  Juftin 
Martyr  among  thofe  heretics  whom  he  charges 
with  bkfphemy.  I  alTcrt  that  in  Juftin*s  time,  and 
much  later,  the  unitarians  were  not  deemed  he- 
retics at  all,  that  Juftin  did  not  even  allude  to 
unitarians  in  cither  of  his  two  accounts  oi  beraiis 
in  gmeraly  and  that  the  klajphcmy  he  fpcaks  of  re-^ 
fpcftedthe  Gnoftics  only. 

7.  Though  Tertullian  fays   the  idiots ^  who 
--were  the  greater  part  of  chriftians  were  unita- 

rians>  and  fhocked  at  the  dotftrine  of  the  trinity. 
Dr.  Horfley  aflcrcs  that  he  only  meant  to  include 
a  fmall  number  of  them  in  that  clafs,  and  thofe 
fo  ignorant  and  ftupid  as  to  deferve  to  be  called 
ideois.  I  maintain  that  by  idiQt^  he  only  meant 
.  unlearned  perfons^  ot  perjans  in  private  life -^  and  I 
alfo  maintain  that  even  in  Origen's  time,  and  long 
after,  a  great  part  of  thefe  chriftians  were  unita- 
rians, and  in  communion  with  the  catholic 
church;  that  the  term  berefy  was  long  uled  as» 
.1  fynonymou% 
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Dnymous  to  Gn^JUcifm^  and  that  the  original 
of  the  term  frequently  occurs  even  after  the* 
carians  were  deemed  to  be  heretics, 

.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that  by  the  Jews  who 
1  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift^  Athanafius 
mt  the  unbelieving  Jews  only,  and  that  the 
itiles  who  were  by  them  converted  to  that 
icf,  were  unbelieving  Gentiles.  I  fay  the 
rs  were  chriftian  Jews,  and  their  converts 
Lilian  Gentiles, 

.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that  the  Jews  in 
Saviour's  time,  believed  in  the  doftrine 
the  trinity,  that  they  cxpcfted  the  fecond 
Ton  in  the  trinity  as  their  Meffiah,  and  that 
f  changed  their  opinion  concerning  him 
m  the  chriftians  applied  it  to  Chrift.  I  fay 
t  the  Jews  were  always  unitarians,  that  they 
e^ted  only  a  man  for  their  Mcffiah,  and  that 
f  never  changed  their  opinion  on  that  fubje£L 

o.  Dr.  Horfley  fays  that  the  apofljes  conr 
rred  Chrift  as  being  Ge4  from  the  time  that 

Y  confidered  him  a$  the  Meifiah,     I  fay  that 

Y  confidered  hirn  as  a  m€rg  m4in,  when  they 
cived  him  as  the  Mefliah,  and  that  we  find 
evidence  in  their  hiftory,  or  in  their  writings, 
t  they  ever  changed  that  op'mioa  cmc^rning 
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11.  Dr.  Horfley  denies  that  the  orthodox  father! 
before  the  council  of  Nice,  held  that  the  logos  hid 
been  an  attribute  of  the  deity,  and  then  afltinied 
a  proper  perfonality ;  and  fays  that  all  that  they 
meant  by^  ikt  generation  of  the  fon,  was  the  di^ieef 
of  bis  powers  m  the  production  of  material  beii^s^ 
I  aflert,  that  by  t\i\%  generation^  they  certunly  meant 
a  change  of  fiate  in  the  logos,  viz.  from  a  iMre  , 
attribute^  fuch  as  reafon  is  in  man,  to  a  frefmr 
perfony  and  that  in  their  opinion  this  was  made 
with  a  view  to  the  creation  of  the  world. 

12.  Dr.  Horfley  can  find  no  didtrence  be* 
tween  this.doSrine  of  the  perfonification  of  the 
logos,  and  the  peculiar  opinions  of  the  Ariinn. 
I  aiTert  that  they  were  two  fchemes  dire^y  dp^ 
pofed  to  each  other,  and  (b  clearly  d^i<ctly  as 
never  to  have  been  confounded  or  miifadcen. 

13.  Dr.  Horfley  aflcrts,  that  k  feems  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  all  the  Fathers,  and  is  likc^ ' 
wife  agreeable  to  the  fcriptures,  that  the  fecond 
pcrfon  in  the  trinity  had  his  origin  from  the  firft 
pcrfon  contemplating  his  own  perfections.  I 
challenge  him  to  produce  any  authority  what-* 
ever,  ancient  or  modem,  for  that  opinion. 

14.  Dn  Horfley  maintains  that,  though  the 
three  pcrfons  in  the  trinity  have  each  of  them  all 
the  perfeftions  of  deity,  the  Father  is  the  fountain 
of  the  divinity,  and  has  fome  unknown  pre-emi- 
nence. 
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nence.  I  aflfert  that  this  pre-eminence  is  incoi^ 
liftent  with  the  proper  equality,  and  that  if  they 
be  properly  equals  they  muft  neceflarily  be  three 
gods  as  well  as  three  perfons. 

1 5.  Dr.  Horfley  fays,  that  prayer  for  fuccour  in 
external  profecution,  feems  with  particular  pro- 
priety to  be  addreiTed'  to  the  Son.  I  fay  that 
this  is  altogether  a  diftinftion  of  his  own,  and 
hzs  no  countenance  in  fcripture  precept  or 
example,  nor,  indeed,  in  thofe  of  the  primitive 
church. 

16.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that  the  unitarians  do 
not  even  pretend  that  the  general  tenor  of  fcrip- 
ture is  in  their  favour,  that  they  cannot  produce 
any  text  that  plainly  contains  their  doftrine, 
but  that  they  derive  it  wholly  from  particular 
paflages,  to  which  they  give  a  figurative  inter- 
pretation. Whereas  I  maintain  that  the  unita- 
rians have  always  appealed  to  the  general  tenor 
of  fcripture,  and  the  plain  language  of  it;  and  on 
the  contrary,  that  the  trinitarians  cannot  find 
tbeir  dodtrine  either  in  the  general  tenor,  or 
in  any  clear  texts  of  fcripture,  but  that  they  deduce 
it  from  particular  expreflions,  and  circumftances, 
which,  when  rightly  explained,  do  by  no  mean$ 
aythorize  their  conclufions^ 

17.  Dr.  Horfley  fays,  that  the  difference  be- 
^cen  the  upitarians  and  the  Mahometans  is  fo 
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fially  and  fiidi  adraftcei  were  made  towards  dii 
Mahometans  by  the  unilviaiis  of  the  taftagC)  thtf 
there  is  good  ground  to  think,  that  the  iinita« 
rians  will  ibon  acknowledge  ti^  diTinc  miflko 
of  Mahomet^    He  alio  reprefena  chriftianity  on 
fhe  prindpks  of  miitarianifm,  as   inferior*  to 
&ifint  and  when  joined  with  materialifniy  9i 
htjg^y  favourable  to  athdfm.    Such  charges  ai 
dttrfe»  I  fay.  Can  proceed  from  nothing  bttt  iga^  . 
rincc  mnd  malevolence,  and  do  not  dderve  a 
ferious  refuution. 

Thefe  are  all  the  articles  of  importance  cm  i 
whidi  we  hold  dillereBt  opinions,  every  thing  ^ 
elle  being  of  left  moment,  and  fubordinate  co 
thefe« 
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LETTER 
The     Introdu£lion. 


Rev.  Sik, 
\  T  length  you  havt  condcfcendcd  to  gratify  my 
wifhes,  and  have  favoured  me  with  a  fcrics  of 
tters^  in  anfwer  to  mine.  But  as  they  arc  written 
ith  a  degree  of  infolence,  which  nothing  in  your 
tuation  or  mine  can  juftify,  and  indicate  a  temper 
lat  appears  to  me  to  be  very  far  from  being  the 
loft  proper  for  the  difcuffion  of  hiftoricai  truth  j 
fhall  confider  myfelf,  in  this  anfwer,  as  writing 
3t  fo  much  to  you,  as  to  the  candid  pare  of  the 
ublic,  to  whom  our  correfpondence  is  open ;  and 
have  no  doubt  but  that  I  (hall  be  able  to  fatisfy 
1  who  are  qualified  to  judge  between  us,  that  your 
rnorance  of  the  fubjed  which  you  have  undertaken 
)  difcufs,  is  equal  co  your  infolence ;  and  therefore, 
lat  there  is  no  great  rcafon  to  regret  that  you  have 
>rmed  a  refdution  to  appear  no  more  in  this  con- 
orerfy^  **  Whatever,  more/*  you  lay,  p.  9. 
B  •'  yott 
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*'  yc-.:  nv.iy  find  to  fay  upon  the  fubjcft,  in  mc  you 
'*  will  have  no  ancagonift." 

I  niaLit'  tlie  prop?lal  to  difcufs  the  queftion  of  the 
flare  of  opinions  concerning  Ihrill  in  ihc  eary  ages, 
in  a  pcrtediy  amicable,  and  ss  I  thought,  the  moft 
advania^cous  manner,  and  my  addrd's  to  y^u,  was 
unifo  mly  relpeccful.     Ir  has  not  been  my  fault  that 
this  prop  fal  was  not  accepted.     You  fay,  p.  i66. 
**  1  hclJ  it  my  duty  to  ufe  pretty  freely  that  high 
"  tealbninj  ot"  controvcrfy  which  may  intereft  the 
"  readers  acceniion."      What  that  high  feafoning  is, 
is  futficieiitly  apparent  thro-'gh  the  whole  of  your 
jxrrtormance,  viz.  a  violation  ofall  decency,  and  per- 
pttual  imputations  of  the  groiTcft,  but  of  the  moft 
iirvrobablc  kir.d.      This,  from  refpec^  to  the  pub- 
Ju\  j.nJ -o  myklf,  I  fiiall  not  return;  but  I  ftall 
*.•.;:.;  :\'.y  tiiiiVs.  irjvklf  a'-ithorizcd  by  it  to  treat  you 
V, it:;  .1   ;.i:'v'  i.iS  Cs.rcmony  in  the  prcfcnt  publica- 
lion,  in  wiiich  1  ihall  take  occaruu  from  yourgro'.s 
miiUikc<,  and  milh'prckntAtions  to  throw  fomcfar- 
tlur  h.;hc  oa  the  fubjovfc  of  this  dif^ulTion. 

T  lu*  icav^UT  mull  have  bce:i  particularly  ftrucl^ 
Willi  i\w  trauicn:  bo-fting  of  \our  liJla-yy  as  i' 
ilu'  anu loverly  h.id  come  to  a  regular  termination 
jiul  :!k'  p;:M:.*  had  de'cided  in  your  favour.  "  My^ 
victory/'  y,  u  fay,  p.  7.  ''  is  already  fo  compieat  - 
*•  that  1  n:it;ht  \\c!l  decline  any  farther  conteft."^ 
hi  p.  I  t>o,  you  lay,  "  it  would  have  heightened  thc^ 
••  pride  ot  my  vidory  if  !  could  have  found  a  fair 
••  Ov\Ml\on  10  be  the  herald' of  my   advcrfary'^ 

"  praife.*' 
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**  praife."  P.  10.  yuu  call  me  z  foiled  polemic^  and 
p.  8.  a  proftrate  enemy.  What  marks  of  projiration 
you  may  have  perceived  in  me,  I  cannot  tell.  I  do 
not  know  that  I  have  yet  laid  myfelf  at  your  feet, 
and  I  prcfume,  this  kind  of  language  is  rather  pre- 
mature. It  will  be  time  enough  for  you  to  fay  with 
Entellus,  Hie  cafius  artemqUe  reponoj  ^hen  the  vic- 
tory, of  which  you  boaft,  fliall  be  as  clear  as  his, 
and  fhall  be  declared  to  be  fo  by  the  proper  judges. 
You  ought  alfo  to  have  remembered  the  advice  of 
Solomon,  ProV.  xxvii.  2.  Lef  another  man  praife  thee 
and  not  ibine  own  mouthy  a  ftr anger  and  not  thine 
own  lips. 

On  the  contrary,  I  cautioned  my  reader  (preface^ 
p.  19)  not  to  conclude  too  haftily  in  my  favour,  but 
to  wait  till  you  had  made  your  reply.  You  have 
now  done  it,  and  I  hope  they  will  do  me  the  juRicc 
to  hear  me  again  in  return,  efpccially  as  this  will 
probably  be  the  laft  time  that  I  lliall  trouble  them 
in  this  way. 

Though  this  controverfy  has  not  come  to  what 
I  think  its  proper  and  dcfirablc  termination,  I 
rejoice  that  it  has  proceeded  thus  far ;  and  upon 
the  whole  I  derive  great  fatisfaftion  from  the  op- 
pofition  that  my  Hiftory  of  the  Corruptions  of 
Cbrijiianity  has  met  with ;  both  becaufc  a  more 
general  attention  has  been  excited  to  the  fubjeft ; 
and  alfo  becaufe,  having,  by  this  means,  been 
led  to  attend  to  it  more  than  I  fliould  other- 
wife  have  done,  I  have  difcovered  a  variety  of  ad- 
B  2  ditional 
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ditional  evidence  in  fuppoit  of  what  I  had  advance^!, 
and  fuch  an  abundant  confirmattion  of  the  evidence 
before  produced,  as  gives  even  myfclf  a  greater  de- 
gree of  confiLience  in  it  than  I  coukl  othcrwife  have 
had.    And  when  my  readers  in  general  fhall  fee, 
as  they  cannot  but  lee,  uith  what  extreme  eager-   ' 
nefs  the  moft  tnfigaificaht  overfights   have  been 
catched  at^  and  inagnii)^d>  and  the  readinefs  with 
which  I  have  acknowledged  fuch  overlights,  noc- 
withftanding  the  grofe  infults  with  whidi  this  can-' 
dour  has  been  treated,  aixl  alio  that  every  objcftion    ' 
has  brought  out  new  evidence  in  my  favour,  ic 
cannot  but  beget  a  perfiufion,  tliat  the  moft  (harp* 
fighted  adverfary  will  not  be  able  to  dete&  any  mif- 
take  of  real  conleqMence ;  and  from  this  wiil  be 
deHved  a  degree  of  dtdit  to  my  work  cfiat  nothing 
clfe  could  have  given  it.    'Your  obje<5l,  you  iay^ . 
p.  8.  was  to  demoiifib  tke  'tredit  of  nr/  narrative  i 
but  I  am  much  miftaken  if,  inftead  of  that,  your 
weak,  though  violent  oppofidon^  has  not  greatly 
contributed  to  ftrengthcn  it. 

You  will  perhaps  be  ftruck  with  the  change  in 
the  ftylc  of  my  addrcfe  to  you,  when  you  obfcrvc 
nie  beginning  with  Rev.  Sir^  inftead  of  the  Dear 
Sir  of  my  former  letters,  an  appellation  to  which 
our  perfonal  acquaintance  gave  a  propriety,  and 
which  you  have  returned  •,  but  when  I  confider 
how  ill  it  correfponds  to  the  fpirit  of  your  letters, 
and  the  ftrefs  you  lay  on  your  Archidiaconnl  dignity^ 
which  appears  not  only  in  the  title-page  of  your 
work,   but  at  the  head  of  many  of  your  letters^ 

and 
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and  which  you  intimate,  p.  1 5S.  that  I  iud  not 
fjfiicicnrly  attended  to,  I  thought  tlic  flylc  of  J?w. 
Sir^  and  occafionally  that  of  Mr.  Archdeacon  both 
ni  ire  proper,  and  alfo  more  pIcaTing  to  yourlelf, 
and  therefore  I  have  adopted  it.  And  if,  by  any 
accident,  I  fhould  tuouttd  yomrfetUngSj  p.  1 59.  yoit 
will  find  the  proper  balm  in  my  runm^  iilU. 

While  perfons  who  have  fome  perfooal  acquaint- 
ance treat  each  other  with  decent  refpeA,  and  are 
uniform  in  doing  it,  as  I  have  been  to  you,  the 
ufual  ftyle  of  Dear  Sir  is  natural,  and  proper  ;  but 
wlien  you  charge  me  with  numerous  inftanccs  of 
the  grofled  artiiice,  and  impofition  on  the  Public, 
you  in  feft  give  me  the  Ui ;  and  therefore  ought 
yourfelf  to  have  dropped  all  terms  exprelfive  of 
afitdtioQ  and  regard.  I  renounce  all  particular 
refpeft  for  the  nun  who  has  treated  me  in  this 
manner  ;  and  in  the  outfet  of  this  iecond  part  of 
our  correfpondcnce,  I  fubfcribc  my&ifj  merely 
becau(e  cnllom  authorizes  ttie  form. 

Rev.  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervanr, 

J.    PRIESTLEY. 
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Of  the  do  Urine  oftbefirfi  ages  ctmcerning  the  perfiff 
of  Cbrift. 

Rev.  Sir, 

'T'O  fhew  you  that  I  fee  nothing  very  formidable 
in  your  ftrongeft  arguments,  I  Ihall  begin 
with  what  you  call  "  your  fqfiiive  pro^f^  p,  64. 
"  rhat  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  was  the  belief  of 
*^  the  very  firft  chriftians.'*  This  proof  is 
wholly  derived  from  the  cpiftle  of  Barnabas. 

Of  Barnabas  you  fay,  p.  65.  ^.*  You  allow  lum 
^'  a  place  among  the  fathers  of  the  apoftolic  age, 
*^  and  will  you  not  allow  that  he  was  a  believer 
"  in  our  Lord's  divinity  ?  I  will  not  take  upon 
"  me,  Sir,  to  anfwer  this  quellion  for  you ;  but 
"  I  will  take  upon  me  to  fay,  that  whoever  de- 
"  nies  it,  muft  deny  it  to  his  own  Ihame.  The 
*^  proof  from  this  writer,"  you  fay,  "  p.  68.  is  fo 
"  direct  and  full,  though  it  lies  in  a  narrow  com- 
"  pafs,  that  if  this  bf  laid  in  one  fcale,  and  your 
*^  whole  mafs  of  evidence  from  incidental  and 
^'  ambiguous  allufions  in  the  other,  the  latter 
"  would  fly  up  and  kick  the  beam.'* 

I  am  furprized,  Sir,  at  the  extreme  confidence 
wirh  which  you  tread  this  very  precarious  and 

uncertain 
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uncertain  ground ;  when,  to  fay  nothing  of  the 
doubts  entertained  by  many  learned  men  con- 
cerning the  genuinenefs  of  this  epiftle,  the  mod 
that  is  poflible  to  be  admitted  is,  that  it  is  ge- 
nuine in  tie  main.  For  whether  you  may  have 
obferved  it  or  not,  it  is  moft  evidently  intfrpo- 
latedy  and  the  interpolations  refpeft  the  very  fub- 
jecl  of  which  we  treat.  Two  paflages  in  the 
Greek,  which  affert  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chj^ift, 
are  omitted  in  the  ancient  Latin  verfion  of  it. 
And  can  it  be  fuppofed  that  that  verfion  was 
made  in  an  age  in  which  fuch  an  omiflion  was 
likely  to  be  made  ?  Both  the  interpolations  are 
in  fedl.  vi.  where  we  now  read  thus :  Myn  ya^  n 
y^A^n  ifi^i  nfjLuv,  e^i  hiyii  ret   via,  voinaauiv  kaJ  hkova 

ture  fays  concerning  usy  as  be  fays  to  the  Son^  Let  us 
make  man  according  to  our  image^  and  our  likenefs. 
But  the  ancient  Latin  verfion  correfponding  to 
this  paflage  is  fimply  this,  Sicut  dicit  fcriptura^ 
Faciamus  bominem^  &c.  i.  e.  As  fays  thefcripturcy 
Let  us  make  man^  ^c. 

Again,  in  the  fame  fcftion,  after  quoting  from 

Mofes,   Increafe  and  multipfy,    and  replenifh  tbe 

eartby  the  Greek  copy  has,  Tcti/l*  ^f^a  tqv  v/or,  *Tbefe 

things  to  tbe  Son ;  but  in  the  old  Latin  verfion  the 

claufe  is  wholly  omitted  ;  and  certainly  there  is 

jio  want  of  it,  or  of  the  fimilar  claufe  in  the  for- 

rner  paflage,  with  refpcft  to  the  general  objeft 

x>f"  the  writer.     Thefe,  Sir,  appear  to  me  pretty 

i^vidcnt  marks  of  interpolation. 

B  4  The 


8  LETTERSTOTHE 

Th;r  piiTugc  or*  which  you  hy  the  chief  ftrefs 
i<  cr.lv  in  the  Larin  vcrfion,  that  part  of  the 
Gr;ft^v  ccr-T  :o  which  it  coitcfix)nds  hcin-j:  now 
Ij,':;  ^.^i  ail  the  other  cxprcllSons  that  you  note 
J..-;:  :\.v:h  as  an  Unitarian  will  find  no  difficulty 
ir:  icwoirur^odating  to  his  principles. 

O7.  rh^.V  acjour.cs,  your  evidence  from  this 
epiiUc  of  Barnabas  will  by  no  means  bear  tlic 
tlr-vT.s  tha:  you  lay  upon  iL*  Can  it  be  thought 
a:  all  i:iiprobabIe,  that  if  one  perfon  interpolated 
t>*e  Greek,  a.iocIier  ihould  make  as  free  with  the 
latin  veriioa :  I  muil  therefore  fee  other  evi- 
dence t\an  this  from  Barnabas,  before  I  can  ad- 
»r::  :>.ac  :he  doctrine  of  the  divinity  or  pre- 
c\  Ac:;c.*  01  Chriil  was  the  belief  of  the  aooftolic 


.1  " 


\  o:  '..'!  i:g'.\:  w::h  the  U.v.^  confidence  from 
i^^'  ctv.Uc  of  Ckmcns  Komanus.  *'  The  con- 
•*  u\:/*  vou  now  fay,  p,  19.  •'  determines  the 
''  vO.*>  :*a;  or'ChrUt,  of  \>hich  he  fpeaks,  to  be  from 
•*  a  L»;c  oK'.'.ii'.Mi  ila:e/*  a:iJi  rSis  you  call  *•  fomt- 
•'  ;A!»i;of  *;'v.i:  iinixvcaiK-ein  i:s  defence,"  a3nt> 
■:  \\o;  -.d  be.  if  1:  ^^.l^ jui:  ;  hut  let  us  ex- 
l^.K*  whole  o:' the-  pafTage,  with  the 
>' .'.1  s^\'A*\:o>.  vvHichyou  lay  lb  much  ftrefs, 
..    ■.\  \o.     o\M».  NVvndj.  as  roUows  i  *"  He  came 

•  •».•=,   .iv>  s^'lsi^v-i.  VA  the  pomp  of  pride  and 

•  I  •.^*.•.  ;.^vv\   .1'.,  u^ir^h  he  haJi  it  in   his  power, 

•  '«i'.  :  \  hv  P'i'wv,  as  the  Holy  Spirit  fpake 
..».»^^.^.  ,^  h  i>.— Vo  d;:cermine  what  this 
s.'^yv\  ,v  i>,  \.Uinvn>  :m:r.cdiatcly  goes  on  to 

**  cite 
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**  cite  the  prophecies  which  dcfcribc  the  Mef* 
^'  fiah's  low  condition.  The  humility,  therefore^ 
'^  of  an  ordinary  condition,  is  that  in  which  it 
"  is  faid  the  Mcfliah  came.  The  pomp,  there*  * 
"  fore,  of  a  high  condition,  is  the  pomp  in  which- 
^<  it  is  faid  he  came  not,  although  he  had  it  in 
"  his  power  to  come.  The  cxprcflions,  therefore, 
'^  clearly  imply  that  our  Lord,  ere  he  came,  had 
^^  the  power  to  choofe  in  what  condition  he  would 
"  be  bom." 

But,  Sir,  had  you  confldered  the  prophecies 
which  Clemens  quotes,  you  would  have  found 
them  to  be  not  fuch  as  defcribe  the  circum- 
ftances  of  his  iirfb,  but  only  thofe  of  his  puilic 
life  and  death ;  the  principal  of  them  being,  If.  liii. 
which  he  quotes  almoft  at  full  length.  How  then 
does  this  imperial  circumftanct  help  your  argu- 
ment ?  It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  certainly  fa- 
vourable to  mine,  viz.  that  when  Chrift  was  ia 
public  life,  he  made  no  oftentatious  difplay  of 
the  extraordinary  powers,  with  which  he  was  in- 
vcfted,  and  preferred  a  low  condition  to  that 
of  a  great  prince. 

The  more  ancient  reading  that  you  quote  of 
Jcrom,  I  alfo  confider  as  evidently  favourable 
10  my  interpretation  of  this  paifage.  He  read 
vAf\(L  J'vvAUffoif  having  all  power,  which  naturally 
alludes  to  the  great  power  of  which  he  became 
poflefied  after  the  defcent  of  the  fpirit  of  God 
upon  him  at  his  baptifm. 

As 


m  y    7.  T  T  E  11  S      TO      THE 

A^  .o  z'Ac  p'jraic  jj;?i:nr,  vou  mull  be  litde 
at  home,  as  you  ll»y,  in  the  iangiuge  of  cfcc  fcrip- 
mr^^y  or  have  given  little,  otceniion  to  it,  n^c  co 
hnve  perceived,  that  it  is  a  phrale  ufed  to  exprefs 
the  niijjicn  of  am  prophet^  and  cfaat  it  is  applied  to 
John  the  Riptift  as  weiL  js  co  Chrxil,  of  which  ihz 
following  arc  examples.  Ma(t.  xi.  i3,  ig.  John 
r/ime  neither  eating  nor  driniingy  &cc»  The  /on  of 
man  car^e  eating  and  drinirng^  &c.  i.  c.  not  locally 
troin  li^Mven,  but  as  the  prophtcs  came  from  God. 
(  hri!>  f.rys  c>f  John,  Matt-  xxi.  32.  Jvbn  came  unto 
yf'ff  hi  the  v>^y  of  ttghtewfnefi.  John  die  cvangcliil 
.illcp  i4y.s  of  him»  John  i.  7.  7ht  fame  came  for  a 
nvUnrfu  f<t.  fo  rhat  all  your  defcanting  upon  this 
Y\\\\\\\H  of  CI<iMCTis  if*  impertinent. 

AcImifniK^  tliar  fonic  one  circumftance  in  the 
|.fr.|.)wM's  \\v  i|iiotr'5,  I i[7)r(Hifly  interpreted,  (hould 
Mllthlf  rn  ilic  tmih  of  ChriJl  (though  1  fee  no  reafon 
Id  think  lo;  you  arc  not  authorized  co  conclude 
lliiit  (  Iniirng  ntr.cndcd  to  that  in  particular,  but  co 
iIm  I'lni  i.iI  finpc  oI  the  whole,  which  is  evidently 
ill  |i  ii|iiivi'  fij  Ins  public  lilc  only. 

1 1  wiih  vnni  boallnl  knowledge  of  Greeks  you 
hill  HI.  \u\\\\  rvu  lo  little  lo  the  theory  of  language 
'n  f.  n.  t.il.  Hul  \\u  luuiral  w/i'  (/"H'ords^  you  would 
Ih\i  (iim.  \U\\  t!>c*  tv-nn  d',,/ would  not,  from  the 
bii\«Mn»M\  U,\\r  I'xrn  rial  by  wwy  of  contradif- 
«»o.  Unn  h»  C'  • .',  It  ilv'  loimcr  could  have  been 
yxy  \\\\  .\\rx\  \y\  \\\  \\\w\\  Wc  U\  tbr  rrrn::"  und  the 
<  V ,  ls\»iuU*  \\w  puriv-Y  iS  not  a  ki.ig*     ll  he  had, 

we 
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we  fliould  have  had  recourfe  to  fomc  other  dif- 
tinftion,  as  that  of  greater  and  lefs^  fenior  and 
junior^  father  and  fon,,  &c.  When  therefore  the 
apoftle  Paul  faid,  that  the  church  at  Corinth  was 
CbriJi^Sy  and  that  Chrijt  was  God's  (and  that  manner 
of  diftinguifliing  them  is  perpetual  in  the  New 
Tcftament)  it  is  evident,  that  he  could  have  no 
idea  of  Chrift  being  Cpd^  in  any-  proper  ienfe  of 
the  word. 

In  like  manner,  Clemens,  in  this  paflage,  calling 
Chrift  the  fctpter  of  the  majejiy  of  God,  fufficiently 
proves  tliat,  in  his  idea,  the  fceper  was  one  thingt 
and  the  God  whofe  fcepter  it  was,  another.  This, 
I  fay,  mud  have  been  the  cafe  when  this  language 
was  firft  adopted,  though  when  principles  are  once 
formed,  wc  ice,  by  a  variety  of  experience,  that  any 
language  may  be  accommodated  to  them.  But' 
an  attention  to  this  circumftance  will,  I  doubt 
not,  contribute,  with  perfons^of  real  difcernmenr, 
to  bring  us  back  to  the  original  ufe  of  the  words, 
and  to  the  ideas  originally  annexed  to  them.  I  am 
perluaded  that  even  now,  the  conftant  ufe  of  thefe 
terms  Chr/Ji  and  God^  as  oppofed  to  each  other, 
has  a  great  efFcft  in  preventing  thofe  of  the  com- 
mon people  who  read  the  New  Teflament  more 
than  books  of  controvcrfy,  from  being  habitually 
and  praftically  Trinitarians.  There  will,  by  this 
means,  be  a  much  greater  difference  between  God 
and  Cbriji  in  their  ;;;/Wj,  than  they  find  in  their 
^eeds. 

^  Wiih 


IS 
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Wkih  Mfpefl  to  Igfiatius^  I  would  olrfervt*^  tTiat 
89  ybu  knew  the  gcnuincntfs  of  his  cpiftlcji  had 
b^n  cbntroveitcd*  and  by  men  of  Jearni'  g  and 
ak»Ut/»  yoii  certainly  ought  not  frotn  the  firft  to 
Iiave  concealed  that  circumftance.  You  fk\\  how- 
ever, p.  34.  **  I  ihall  appeal  10  them  with  the  Icfs 
**  fcrvplcy  tbpfaiuch  as  the  feme  finceritt'  which 
•*!  aftribe  to  ihffmt  and  which  is  quite  fufficknt 
•*ibr  my  purpofc^  is  alknved  by  the  learntd  and 
*•  the  candid  Dn  Lardner. — After  fuggefting  in  no 
^  rtrf  HUhMtnt  ki^giiage,  tlmt  even  the  fmalicr 
^cpiftka  may  have  beca  tampered  with  by  the  ; 
H^  ArlapSf^er  the  Orthodoic^  or  both,  he  add?,  /  da  ' 
••  mti  dffinh  tkat  thm^i  are  i»  ibem  mr^  confiitrahk 
■*  jftMf/iMj  CT  iurrufmns.  It  ao  €mftdir&hli  cor- 
^XUpQOai'Dr  iterations,  certainly  none  refpeftmg 
■•  a  poine  of  fucb  iinportatwrt  as  the  original  oatarc 

Tliis  is  furkiuf  indeed.  Whae  ^  o^d  E^ 
Lardner  mean  \xf  thele  epiftl&  haviiig  been  /invt- 
feredwitbhy  ibi  jUriMt^^dkt  OrtbodoiCj  or  bcthfi^ 
If  tbiy  interpolated  them  at  all,  it  iiovld  certain^'. : 
be  to  introduce  into  them  pafl&ges;favo«irabIe  to 
their  c^inions  concerniAg  the  divinity  orj>ii|^^ft* 
ence  of  Chrift.  How  would  it  be  worth  fheir 
wlule,  4U  jtrians  §r  Oribodix%  to  interpolate  thccdl^ 
for  any  other  purpofe?  If  a  farmer,  bearing  of 
Ibme  depredation  on  his  property  committed  by 
foxes,  fbould  fay.  My  ccrn  may  have  been  plun«. 
dered,  but  as  the  mifchief  has  been  done  hjjjfxes^ 
my  geefi  and  my  poultry  are  &fe ;  what  would  be 
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faid  of  his  reafoniag  ?  Yet  of  the  fanie  nature  is 
yours  in  this  cafe. 

Thcfe  foxes  have  not  refrained  from  their  pity 
in  more  facrcd  inclolures  than  thofe  of  Ignatkis. 
— Sir  Ifaac  Newton,  among  others,  has  clearly 
proved  that  the  orthodox,  as  they  are  commonly 
called,  have,  in  this  way,  tampered  with  the  Ncmt 
Teftament  itfelf;  having  made  inierpolations  ia- 
vourabk:  to  the  doftrinc  of  the  trinity,  cfpeciaily 
the  famous  paflfage  concerning  the  ibrte  that  bear 
record  in  isaveHj  in  the  firft  epiftle  of  John.  This 
I  fhouid  imagine,  you  yourfelf  will  acknowledge^" 
and  can  you  think  they  would  fpare  the  epiftles  of 
Ignadus,  which  were  much  more  in  their  power  ? 

Jortin  fays,  •*  Though  the  fliorter  epiQles  are  on 
^'  m«ny  accounts  preferable  to  the  larger,  yet  I  will 
*'  not  affirm  that  they  have  undergone  no  alteration 
**  at  all."  Remarks  on  Ecclefiaftical  Hillory,  voU 
1.  p.  361. 

For  my  own  part,  I  fcruple  not  to  fay,  that 
there  never  were  more  evident  marks  of  intcroo- 
lation  in  any  writings  than  are  to  be  found  in  thefe 
genuine  epiftles^  as  they  are  called,  of  Ignatius; 
though  1  am  willing  to  alk)w,  on  reconfidering 
them,  that,  exclufive  of  manifeft  interpolation,  there 
may  be  a  ground- work  of  antiquity  in  then^.  The 
famous  paflage  in  Jofephus  concerning  Chrift  is 
net  a  mr;Te  evident  interpolation  than  many  in 
tliefe  epiftles  of  Ignatius,  which  you  qiiocc  with  fo 
much  confidincc. 

You 


You  jmuS^nuj  bdieve  ^bricmy 
found  in  tkd^^^Ues  was  affi^ 
tiusi  l)uc  if  dj^^iiitve  bem /^nq^m/nii^  or incve 

\'  b  niiuch  coBSdt^fe^k  if  wt  tiguinciit  mift  occcf^ 

fiuriiybre  the  linie#e%bwidi  40(1^^      Noc- 

inehmding  Ois,  you  %  pk%4*  ^£wiU  dnc- 

*  fiiet  ftiil  appealr  #tM«  ^ej^cs  as  liiAitsilj 

pjn^ocere  to  be  *T!fivc  iif  tTie  point  in 

'  **  Nor  fhall  I  think  myfelf  obU^  r 

K  "  proof  of  their  authenticity,  tiU^foa 

**  fatififa^lorjr  reply  to  every  parcdf 

;     «^foa's  dabomte  defence,  a  work  iviidi  t^|b%eft 

^      *'  you  have  not  yet  koktd  ibrmgh'^  And  1  Sir,  fhafl 

J     favc  mjlclf  that  trouble,  till  you  Ihall  have  it|riied 

to  every  pare  of  Larro^$  aufwer  i»^  this  t9^  ^ 

Pearfon ;  a  work,  whkrh  I  fufpetf'-you  have  not 

'  looked  into.  I  will,  however^  favour  you  with  a  fight 

of  itt  if  you  will  gradfy  me  with  the  p^npfal  rf  the 

works  of  Zutc^pCFt  which^  by  yo^ictounc,  you 

have  carefully  read>  jchougl^  Libave  not  yet  been 

;^Ic  to  procure  thcih. 

A^  lam,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER        III. 

Of  tht  Uazaremsy  and  Ehionites. 

Rev.  Sir, 

Y^U  ftill  infift,  p.  38.  upon  the  bi^b  ortho- 
doxy of  thofc  "whotii  the  "chriftian  Fathers  call 
Nazarcnes.  **  Epiphanius,"  yqu  fay,  p.  38.  "  con- 
**  feffcs  that  the  Nazarenes  held  the  CiithoHc  doc- 
*'  trine  concerning  the  nature  of  our  Lord,'*  where- 
as, I  have  maintained,  that,  though,  according  to 
him,  and  fome  other  ancient  writers,  there  wdsfomc 
diflfcrence  between  them  and  the  Ebionites,  they 
ftill  agreed  in  afferting  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift. 
The>p«/Aii  which  diftinguiftied  the  Ebionites,  you  fay, 
p.  41.  was  fomething  that  they  had  borrowed  not 
from  the  N<t^«ptf  101,  the  chriftian  Nazarenes,  but  the 
Na/areans,  sl  fed  of  Jews-only.  "  I  ftill  abide  by 
"  my  aflertion,"  you  fay,  p.  176.  "  that  the  name 
**  oi  Nazarenes  was  never  heard  of  in  the  church; 
**  that  is,  among  chriftians  themfelves,  before  the 
"  final  deftruflion  of  Jerufalem  by  Adrian  ;  when  V? 
"  it  became  the  fpecific  name  of  the  Judaizcrs,  who 
"  at  that  time  feparated  from  the  church  at  Jerufa- 
"  Jem,  and  fettled  in  th^  North  of  Galilee :  the  name 
"  was  taken  from  the  country  in  which  they  fettled." 

I  am  really  aftoniflied  that  you  fhould  have  the  af- 
furance  to  aflerc  all  this,  fo  diredly  contrary  to  every 
thing  that  appears  on  the  face  of  ecclefiaflical  hiftory, 

and 
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and  which  muft  have  beenlyMTOwed  froia  your  ima- 
ginadon  ontv,  as  I  ihall  eafily  prove. .  I  cannot  raife 
EpiphaniusBtofelf  fnXtti  the  dea^t  iso  fobt  the  quef- 
tioD  concerouMK  biji  ^pmon^wx  dp  I  wifh  to  dif* 
tutb  the  goodltfadKr's  r^fe ;  but,  though  dead, 
be  ipeaks  fuflkieody  plain  for  my  puipofe  in  die 
Iblloi^fV  p>fl^        j^^  ^^ 

<^  Wheitfore  the  UeflTed  iohn,coniihgi^  and 
<<  finding  men  emplcyyed  about  the^-huoiafticy  of 
<<  Chriflv  tffil  tbe  Sbybitea  being  in  an  etror 
«« aboot  the  aarriily  genedogt  of  di^ 
^  ftfMn-  Ah«h4|L  onin^  by  Luke  aa  high  as 
^Tbdam,  and  fiMing  the  Cerinthians  and  Me^ 
*'  rinthians  maintaining  that  he  was  a  mere  man, 
^  bora  by  natural  genentfSon  of  both  the  fexes, 
**  and  alfo  the  Nazairenes,  and  nriany  other  herc- 
*'  fies  s  as  coming  lafl  (for  he  was  the  fourth  to 
'^  write  a  gofpel)  began  as  it  were  to  call  back 
*^  the  wanderers,  and  dK^  who  were  employed 
<<  about  ikt  humanity  of  Chrift ;  and  feeing  fome 
*'  of  them  "going,  into  rough  paths,  leaving  the 
^*  ftrait  and  true  path,  cries.  Whither  arc  you 
*'  going,  whither  are  you  walking,  who  tread  a 
*'  rough  and  dangerous  path,  leading  to  a  pre« 
**  cipice  ?  It  is  not  fo.  The  God,  the  logos, 
*<  which  was  begotten  by  the  Father  from  all 
*^  eternity,  is  not  from  Mary  only.  He  is  not 
*•  from  the  time  of  Jofeph,  he  is  not  from  the 
^  time  of  Salathid  and  Zeiobabel,  and  David, 
^and  Abraham^  and  Jiurob,  and  Noah,  and 
**  AdattI  I  but  in  the  beginning  was  the  logos, 

"and 
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*'  and  the  logos  was  with  God,  and  the  logos 
"  was  God.  The  was^  and  the  was,  and  the  was, 
"do  not  admit  of  his  having  ever  not  beeu*.'* 

Perhaps  you  will  fay  that  this  teftimony  of 
Epiphanius  is  forged  by  me,  as  you  charge  me 
with  rcfpedt  to  the  fame  writer,  p-  13.  I  there- 
fore beg  that  you  would  examine  the  paffage 
yourfclf.  Yo]u  will  find-my  reference  to  it  fuf- 
ficicntly  cxaft. 

After  Tcading  this  paflage,  can  any  perfon  en- 
Certain  a  doubt  but  that,  in  tlie  opinion  of  Epi- 
phaniqs  at  lead  (and,  weak  as  he  was  in  fome 
^ings,  he  ftands  uncoiitradidled  /;;  ibis  by  any 
^thority  whatever,  and  his  account  is  confirmed 

^^^^ndiilm  cTk  twk  n'trctfy^v  Xp/$-»  y^^n^oytav^  ato 
I  ^i^iryiAKff  jy  Mep/p^/Arw^,  6*  i?«tp*1piC»<  Avjoy  K^ovjcif 
'    <^iif»  «(  Ke^oTnv  t^^ioVy  7i}Ap]i^  yap  nlof  iVctyyi^i^ilAi, 

•itfltfl  0UfAKAKft^Ai,  Vf  tirllV,   T\Sf  nf\AV1i^lilAiy   jy    iii^o\r,^ 

f^inf  vifi  7«r  Xjt7«  Xp/r»  ^A^tstnAv,  iy  /^iyuy  Avlotf  {u^ 

«<7fTir  CAIWf,   x)  tfCiV  TIVAf   t$(  T^A^itAf  oi'n^  KlKKtKo]Ai  jt) 

C^l^Hit  61  TiiK  Tpct;)^eicty  oS'qy  ^9  a KAvJ^tt^»tPn  x}  sk  yjtiry.A, 

pfpvtf'CV  CAit't^oyJtf;   AVAKAlA'i.sCIt  ,   OVK  «$"IP  »7«f»    «»  fr/KtfTO 

^iMfimi  l^ovop  0  ^tof  Koy!^^  0  «jc  nrctl^J^  Ayad^iy  y^y^y^'nlAiv^, 
ujL  tTif  ^70  TA^r  yjM'ay  laa^np  Tv  TA\j\m  op/txeerv,  »x  €r/F  ctTro 
rA^r  p^wi'A'rS^XctdiMA,  x)  ZopoC«tC»Ay  >^  AetC/<r»  j^  ACfoLA/jL, 
y  lojCtfCy  J^  N«6,  i^  AJ^«t/x,  rt^X'  fl'  tfpX"  "*'  ^  ^T'Of,  ^  0  Ao^O' 
ir  -s-p^  Toy  ^ioy^  ;^  -S-io^  wk  0  l^oycf .  to  i^i  my,  }y  »  ,  j^  wk, 
•X  v-roAix^lAi  TK  /t/.w  fjF«i  'sro7*.  Hjer.  69.  fcft,  23,  Opera» 
oJ.  I.  p.  747« 

C  by 
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by  the  moft  rdpeftable  ones  b  all  andquity)  die 
Nazarenen  were  not  only  a  fed  ofJcwUh  chrif- 
tians  in  the  time  of  the  apoftl^,  but,  together 
with  the  Ebionites;  a  very  formidable  feOt,  and 
that  this  fed  held  the  dodrine  of  the  fimple 
liumanity  of  Chrift  ?  Did.  he  not^  as  appears 
Iby  this  paiTage,  confider  the  Nazarenes  as  ftand* 
ing  in  need  of  being  taught  the  pre-eziftence  and 
divinity  of  Chrift,  as  well  as  the  Ebionites,  and 
the  other  fedts  that  he  here  mentions  or  alludes  tof 

la  another  place  this  writer  coiiipares  the  Na- 
MKiies  to  perlbns  who^  feeing  a  fire  at  a  diftance^ 

and  not  underftanding  the  caufe,  or  the  ufe  of  it, 
run  towards  it  and  burn  thcmfclvcs ;  fo  "  thefc 
f*  Jews,  he  fays,  on  hearing  the  name  of  Jefus 
**  only,  and  the  miracles  performed  by  the  apof- 
"  ties,  believe  on  him;  and  knowing  that  he 
«  was'  borii  at  Nazareth,  and  brought  up  in  the 
^<  fioiiie  of  Jofeph,  and  that  on  that  account  he 
*'  was  called  a  Nazarene  (the  apoftles  ftyling  him 
*^  a  man  tf  Nazareth^  approved  by  miracles  and 
^^  mighty  deeds)  xmi^oh^  tYi2Li  name  upon  them- 
f*  felves*."  "How,  Sir,  docs  this  agree  with  this 

%yKviA9fn^iflA,  J^  %v  »/«•»  I«»f^9  AVdil^dpirjA,  3^  ^/^  t»?o  if 

PA91V  Uffr/  TOP  N«{»fAioK  rtr«^ptf,  AJroSWuyiJL^f^f  tf  Tf 
9fifJLHoi%  x)  7tfM07  j^Tctf^tr^;  7«7o  TO  ovoyAi'jrtli^fAffipAvitHt 
ro  KAKtt^Ai  KA^^ntfAi^f.  H*r.  29.  feft.  5.  Opera»  ^I* 
p.  lao.       • 

writer'* 
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writer's  fuppofing  chat  the  Nazarenes,  of  whom 
he  was  treating,  were  well  inftruded  in  the  doc- 
trine of  the  divinity  of  Ghrift?  AUb  how  docs 
this  agree  with  the  laxc  origin  that  you  give  to 
chefe  Nazarenes  ? 

You,  Mr.  Archdeacon,  zrc  pleafed  to  deny 
the  exiftence  even  of  the  Ebionites  in  the  time 
of  the  apoftles,  contrary^  I  will  venture  to  fay, 
to  the  unanimous  teftimony  of  all  antiquity.-<Ni. 
Jferom,  giving  an  account  of  tbe  reafoos  cbtc 
moved  John  to  write  his  gofpel,  mentions  the 
Ebionites  not  ohly  9S  a  fed,  but  a  flouriihing 
left  in  tlie  time  of  that  apoftle.  See  the  foltow- 
iDg  paflage  from  his  jcataiogue  of  ecclefiattical 
writers :  "  John,  the  apoftle^  whom  Jefus  loved, 
"  the  fbn  of  Zebedee,  and  WocHer  of  James^ 
'^  who  was  beheaded  by  Herod  after  the  death 
"  of  Chrift,  wrote  His  gofpel  the  lafl:  of  all  (at 
*'  the  intreary  of  ihe  bilhops  of  Alia)  againft 
**  Cerinthus,  and  other  heretics,  and  efpecrallV 
**  the  dodrine  of  the  Ebionites,  then  gaining 
**  ground,  who  faid  that  Chrift  had  nb  being 
*'  before  he  was  borrt  of  Mary>  whence  he  was 
*«  compelled  to  declare  his  divine  origin  ♦." — 
Thb  13  only  one  out  of  naany  authorities  that  I 

*  Joannes  Apoftolus  quem  Jefus  amavit  plurimam,  filids  Ze- 
Man,  frater  Jacob!  Apoftoli,  quedi  !!erodes  poft  pSiAlonent 
domiai  decdlavic,  ndviffltnus  omnium,  /cripfit  evangeliiim* 
fdgftttu  ab  Afi£  epifcopis.  adverfttt  Cennthum,  aliofque  hxrcti- 
<u  cc  maxime  tunc  Ebionitarum  dogma  conftirgens,  qui  affe- 
taatChriftum  ante  AAariam  non  fuifTc,  u'ride  ct  compulfus  rft 
flMaam  ejus  Datujram  ^dice re.    Op;ra«.voI.  I.  p.  273. 

C  2  rould 
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could  produce  for  this  purpofe,  and  it  is  not 
poffiblc  to  produce  any  to  the  contrary, 

"  As  a  certain  proof,**  you  fay,  p,  27,  f^  that 
"  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  were  two  diilinft 
*'  fects,  Mofheim  obfcrves  that  each  had  its  own 
^*  gofpel/*  But  in  anfwer  to  this  opinion  of 
Mofheim's,  I  fhall  give  you  another,  which 'I 
think  of  equal  authority,  viz.  that  of  Mr.  Jere- 
miah Jones,  with  whom  I  find  I  have  had  the 
happinefs  to  bring  you  acquainted ;  and  I  can 
introduce  him  with  the  greater  confidence  of  his 
being  well  received,  as  he  wfts  as  orthodox  as 
yourfelf.  As  he  is  a  writer  intirely  new  to  you, 
I  {hall  give  his  whole  paragraph  on  the  fubjcA.. 

^^  It  is  plain,  there  was  a  very  great  agreement 
<'  between  thefe  two  ancient  fedbs ;  and  though 
^*  they  went  under  different  names,  yet  they  fecm 
*'  only  to  have  differed  in  this,  that  the  Ebionites 
^'  had  made  feme  addition  to  the  old  Nazarene 
"  fyftem.     For  Qrigen   exprefsly   tells   us,   K<u 

*^  nra^Aj'iiAiAivoi .  Tbey  were  called  EbUtutes  wbi 
^^  from  among  the  Jews  own  Jefus  to  be  the  Cbrifi. 
"  And  though  Epiphanius  feems  to  make  their 
"  gofpcls  different,  calling  one  '»^>»Tptr«t7o>  mofi  tH" 
**  tire,  yet  this  need  not  move  us.  For  if  the 
"  learned  Calaubon's  conjedture  (hould  not  be 
"  right,  that  we  Ihould  read  the  fame,  viz. 
"  K  'srAMperaV  in  both  places  (which  yet  is  very 
f^  probable  for  any  thing  Father  Simon  has  proved 

"to 
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*^  to  the  contrary)  yet  will  the  difficulty  be  all 
"  removed  at  once  by  this  fingle  confideration, 
"  that  Epiphanius  never  faw  any  gofpel  of  the 
**  Nazarenes ;  for  though  he  calls  it  ^^npiTAJor, 
**  yet  he  himlelf  fays,  «n  otJ'a  J^u  j^  ret^  y?yiA\oyiai 
•*  '9^ptu\oy,  that  he  did  not  know  whether  they 
*'  had  taken  away  the  genealogy,  as  the  Ebionites 
**  had  done ;  i.  e,  having  never  feen  the  Naza- 
**  rene  gofpel,  for  ought  he  knew  it  might  be  the 
**  very  fame  with  that  of  the  Ebionites,  as  in- 
•'  deed  it  mod  certainly  was."  On  the  Canon^ 
vol.  I.  p.  386,    • 

As  I  have  perceived  that  the  opinion  of  the 
liiodcrns  has  fometimes  great  weight  with  you,  I 
Ihall  tranfcribc  part  of  a  note  of  the  learned 
tranflator  of  Molheim  on  this  fubjeft,  "  This 
•*  gofpel,*'  he  fays,  vol.  L  p.  173.  "  which  was 
••  called  indifcriminately  the  gofpel  of  the  Na^ 
"  zarcnes,  or  Hebrews,  is  certainly  the  fame  with 
•*  the  gofpel  of  the  Ebionites,  the  gofpel  of  the 
"  twelve  apoftles,"  &c.  and,  after  referring  to 
other  authors,  he  fays,  <*  the  reader  will,  how- 
«*  ever,  find  a  ftill  more  accurate  and  fatisfadtory 
««  account  of  this  gofpel,  in  the  firfl:  volume  of 
^  the  learned  and  judicious  Mr.  Jones's  incom- 
•«  parable  method  of  fettling  the  canonical  au- 
^  thority  of  the  New  Teftament.*' 

But  in  my  opinion  Jerom  has  fafficiently  de- 
cided this  queftion  againft  you.     Could  he  havef 
bad  anj;  other  idea  than  that  thefe  two  feAs  (if 
C  3  they 
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they  were  properly  two)  ufed  the  fame  gofpel^ 
when  he  laid,  **  in  the  gofpel  ufed  by  the  Naza- 
"  renes  and  Ebionites,  which  is  commonly  called 
"  the  aiitheniic  gofpel  of  Matthew,  which  I  lately 
"  tranflated  from  Hebrew  into  Gr<?ck*,*'  &c. 

You  farther  fay,  p.  7 1  •  ^^  the  Ebionites  ac* 
*^  knowledged  no  part  of  the  Old  Teftanient  but 
"  the  Pentateuch,  nor  the  whplc  of  that  j  and 
"  therefore  that  Hegefippus  citing  the  Proverbs 
•*  of  Solomon,  by  a  title  which  implies  his  ac- 
"  knowledgment  of  that  book,  is  a  proof  that  he 
"  was  not  an  Ebionite."  I  know  of  no  fufficienc 
evidence  that  the  Ebionites  did  ndt  acknowledge 
the  authority  of  all  that  we  call  the  canonical 
books  of  the  Old  Teftament,  Symmachus, 
whofe  tranflatioft  of  the  fcriptures  into  Greek  is 
fo  often  quoted,  and  with  the  mateft  iipprb* 
bation  by  the  fathers,  was  an  Ebionite,  and  Je- 
rom  fays  the  fame  of  Thcodotion.  They  both 
tranflated  the  other  books  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
as  well  as  the  Pentateuch,  and  as  far  as  appears, 
without  making  any  diftindlion  between  that  and 
tlie  other  books  ;  and  can  this  be  thought  pro- 
bable, if  they  had  not  confidered  them  as  intitled 
to  equal  credit  ?  Befides,  our  Saviour's  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  authority  of  the  whole  of  the 
Old  Teftament  is  fo  exprcfs,  that  I  cannot  readily 

^  In  Evangelk)  quo  ntuntur  Nazareni  et  Ehionitar»  qaod 
tuper  in  Grxcum  de  Hebra:o  fermone  tranHuIioios^  et  quod 
vocatur  plerifquc  Matthxi  authenticuni,  &c  in  Matt,  xii,  13- 
Opera,  vol.  vi.  p.  21. 

believe 
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believe  that  any  chriftians,  Jews  efpecially,  ac- 
knowledging his  authority^  would  rejcft  what  he 
admitted* 

What  you  fay  can  be  only  on  the  authority  of 
Epiphanius,  and  that,  you  ought  to  have  known 
is  in  effecl  contradiftcd  by  Irenaeus,  who  fays, 
that  "  the  Ebionites  expounded  the  prophecies 
**  too  curioufly.  Quae  autem  funt  prophetica  cu- 
*'  riofius  exponere  nituntur,  lib.  I.  cap.  26.— 
Grabe  fays,  that  Ebion  wrote  an  expofition  of  the 
prophets,  as  he  coUeded  from  fome  fragments 
of  tftc  work,  of  which  he  gives  fome  account  in 
his  note  on  the  place.  By  Ebion  we  may  under- 
ftand  fome  Ebwniu ;  for  I  much  doubt  the  exift- 
cnce  of  fuch  a  perfon  as  Ebion,  the  Ebionites 
being  mentioned  long  before  the  name  Ebioxx 
occurs  in  ecclefiaftical  writers. 

It  is  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  identity  of 
the  Nazarencs  and  Ebionites,  that  the  former  are 
not  mentioned  by  name  by  any  writer  who  like- 
wife  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites  before  Epiphanius, 
though  the  people  fo  called  afterwards  were  cer- 
tainly known  before  his  time.  The  term  -£^/a- 
m$es  occurs  in  Irenaeus,  Tertullian,  Origeni  and* 
Eufebius ;  but  none  of  them  make  any  mention 
of  Nazarenes  ;  and  yet  it  cannot  be  denied,  that 
they  muft  have  been  even  more  confiderablc  in 
the  time  of  thefe  writers  than  they  were  after- 
wards ;  for,  together  with  the  Ebionit?^  (if  there 
was  any  dtSerencc  between  them)  they  .dwindled 
C  4  away. 
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away,  till,  in  the  time  of  Auftin,  thcj  were  ^ 
mcdum  pmci^  vcrj  few. 

Origm  mtift  have  meant  to  include  thole  wk> 
were  called  Nazaienes  under  the  qipdbcion  of 
Kbionices,  becaufe  he  lp?aks  of  the  Ehionites  as  be- 
ing thewhok  body  of  Jewilhchriftiins;  and  At 
Nazarenes  were  chriflian  Jews  as  well  as  they. 
Jerom  icems  to  ale  the  two  terms  pvomilcooafly; 
and  in  the  paflage  of  his  lettbr  to  Aiiftin»  fe  ofiEn 
quored  in  this  controverfy,  I  cannot  help  thinking 
he  makes  them  to  be  the  fame. 

The  conduft  of  diefe  writers  is  eafily  accounted 
for,  on  die  fuppofidon  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians  hav- 
ing been  firft  known  to  the  Gendles  by  tiie  name  of 
Ebionices  only,  before  the  appellarion  of  Nazarenes 
(by  which  they  had  been  diftinguiflied  by  their  unbe- 
lieving brqdiren}  came  to  be  generally  known 
abroad.  It  muft  be  more  particularly  difficult,  oa 
your  principbs,  to  account  for  the  condu&  of  Eufe* 
bius,  whole  bufinefs^  as  an  hiflorianj  it  certainly  was 
to  have  noticed  the  Nazarenes^  if  they  had  been  dif- 
ferent from  the  Ebionites,  whom  he  has  mentioned; 
and  even  you  allow  them  to  huve  had  their  rife  in 
the  time  of  Adrian,  whofe  expedition  againft  the 
Jews  he  particularly  mentions. 

On  this  fubjed  of  the  Ebionites,  I  muft  uke  fomr 
notice  of  what  you  lay  in  defence  of  Eufebiusy  who 
fays,  thacTheodotus  was  the  firll  who  taught  the  doc* 
trine  of  the  humanity  of  Chrift.     You  (till  main- 

4*;      •  tain. 
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tain,  without  the  leaft  Ihadow  of  authority  for  it, 
that  he  carried  the  dodrine  farther  than  ihc  Ebio- 
nites  had  ever  done  ;  whereas,  you  cannot  poflibly 
produce  any  evidence  whatever  of  Theodotus  hav- 
ing been  confidered  by  the  ancients  in  a  worfe  light 
than  the  Ebionites. 

"It  is  very  certain,'*  you  fay,  p,  131.  "that 
•*  Theodotus  maintained  the  mere  humanity  of 
**  Chrift  in  the  groffcft  fenfe  ;  in  that  grofs  and 
**  (hocking  fenfe  in  which  it  is  at  this  day  taught 
*'  by  yourfelf  and  Mr.  Lindfey.  It  is  not  certain 
**  that  the  Ebionites  before  Theodotus  had  gone 
**  farther  than  to  deny  our  Lord's  original  divinity. 
**  They  probably,  like  Socinus,  admitted  fome  un- 
•*  intelligible  exaltation  of  his  nature  after  his  refur- 
**  reftion,  which  rendered  him  the  objeft  of  wor- 
^'  fhip."  You  alfo  fay,  p.  87.  "I  deny  that  the 
"  unitarian  doftrine  cxifted  in  that  time'*  (the  age 
**  of  the  apoftles)  "  in  the  moft  obnoxious  form.  , 
**  Produce  jour  indifputable  evidence.  Obfcrve, 
*•  that  by  ihe  moft  obnoxious  form,  I  underftand 
•*  that  form  which  excludes  the  worfhip  of  Chrift." 

By  the  mojl  $bnoxious  form^  I  meant  the  belief 
that  Jefus  was  the  Ion  of  Jofeph  as  well  as  of  Mary. 
That  fuch  pcrfons  cxifted  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles, 
no  perfon,  I  believe,  except  yourfelf,  ever  denieti ; 
and  there  is  no  reafon  whatever  to  believe  that 
thcfe  Ebionites,  or  any  Ebionites,  ever  confidered 
Chrift  as  a  proper  objeft  of  worfhip.  Your  idea  of 
their  cntcrtaming  the  notion  of  an  unintelligible  exalta- 
tion 
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iion  of  bis  mere  human  nature  afier  bis  re/urreili^n^  t$ 
the  moft  improbable  of  all  fuppofuions.  Accord* 
ing  to  all  the  accounts  we  have  of  the  Ebionitcs, 
they  were  not  apt  to  admit  things  minieUipbk. 

The  cafe  of  Socinus  is  very  different  from  that 
of  the  Ebionites.  He  had  been  educated  in  the  ha- 
bit of  praying  to  Cbrifta  and  therefore  might  not  be 
able  to  rcjeft  the  prafticc;  but  the  Ebionites  bcgaa 
with  confidering  Jefus  as  a  men  man^  and  therefore, 
would  110  more  think  of  paying  worfliip  to  him* 
than  they  had  done  to  Mofes,  without  very  exprefe 
jnflruftions  and  diredions,  which  it  is  not  in  your 
power  to  produce,  with  rcipeft  either  to  them,  or" 
to  chriftians  in  general. 

Your  notion  that  the  Naxarenes  were  the  ortho— 
dox  Jews  who  leparated  from  the  church  of  JeruCa-' 
km  in  the  time  of  Adrian,  and  fettled  in  the  north  ' 
of  Galilee,  and  that  they  had  their  name  from  the 
place  where  they  then  fettled^  viz.  Nazareth,  will,  I 
doubt  not,  be  quite  new  to  every  reader  of  eccir- 
liaftical  hiftory,  and  (excepting  the  Brft  of  thefe  par- 
ticulars,  which  I  fuppofe  you  learned  of  Mofheimi 
who  neither  quotes^  nor^  1  will  venture  to  fay^  could 
quote  any  authority  for  it)  an  invention  of  your 
own.  The  Nazarenes,  in  the  time  of  the  apoftleSi 
are  well  known  to  have  had  their  name  from  Naza* 
reth  where  Jefus  had  lived,  and  from  which  he  had 
been  ufually  called  Jefus  i?/  N^zanthi  but  as  to 
the  Nazarenes  of  the  chrifti an  Fathers,  there  is  no 
evidence  whatever  of  their  having  ever  lettled  at 
2  NazapctR, 


A&CHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.     27 

Nazareth,  or  in  any  p^  of  Galilee,  Jerom  .placet 
the  Nazarenes  with  whom  he  was  acquainted  (fuul 
he  was  well  acquainted  with  the  Nazarenes)  ia 
Berasa,  in  Syria.  Catalogus  Virorum  Uluftriuui, 
in  Matt.  Opera,  vol.  I.  p.  267, 

You  fay  that  the  Nazarenes  were  unknown  as  a 
(efl  before  the  dcftrudion  of  Jerutalem  by  Adrian, 
but  Epiphanius,  in  perfe£t  agreement  with  all  the 
ancients,  places  their  rife  afiier  the  deftru^jon  of 
Jerufalem  by  Titus.  After  mentioning  the  places 
-where  they  refidcd,  viz.  Berasa,  Coele-Syria,  Peila, 
and  Cocabe  (obfervc  he  fays  nothing  of  any  pf 
them  being  in  Tfazaretb^  from  which  you  fvippofe 
they  had  their  name)  he  fays,  "  Ther^  was.  their 
**  origin  after  the  deftruftion  of  Jerufalem,  when 
^^  all  the  difciples  lived  at  Pella ;  Chrifl:  haying 
^*  warned  them  to  leave  Jeryfalem,  and  setire  at 
'*  the  approach  of  the  liege ;  and  on  this  account: 
*^  they  livtds  as  I  iaid  in  Pcraea.  Thence  the  k& 
♦•  of  the  Nazarenes  had  its  origin  ^*' 

As  to  ths  paQage  in  Jeroxp  from  which  I,,  after 
Suicer,  inferred  that  the  Ebionites  aiy}  the  Naza- 
renes were  the  fame  people,  or  only  differed  in 

•  Eitii^cr  ftir  «  rtpx*  y^y^^  A«'*  ^^  «to  r^f  Uf^^wii^^ 
XpiVv  ^mavroi  xctrccAf  14^1  m  U^oavKufjLa^  i^  ttm^toftM^i 

tT«l/l»     ff/MlA^f    VCt)(itP    iroAi9fiC/4F  •     i^     %Jt    7lf<     ro/«t/Tff 

39.  OpcrSy  vol.  L  p  ijj. 
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fomc  things  of  little  moment  (but  which  you  anc 
Mr,  Bad  cock  think  is  a  demcnjlrathn  that  thef 
were  fundamentally  different)  1  fee  no  reafon  ta  be 
diflatisfied  with  my  incerpretation  of  it.  You  think 
it  is  a  proof  of  my  ignorance  of  Latin  ;  whereas* 
if  I  thought  myfelf  at  liberty  to  do  it,  I  could 
produce  in  my  favour  as  high  a  clafTical  authority 
as  any  that  this  country  can  furnilh. 

How  could  Jerom  call  thefe  highly  orthodox 
Jews,  as  you  fuppofc  them  to  be»  n&t  cbriftians^ 
merely  becaufr  they  ufcd  the  ceremonies  of  the  law 
of  Mofes  ?  He  might  have  pitied  them  for  their 
weaknefs,  but  he  would  hardly  have  condemned 
them  as  m  chriflsam. 

Your  own  rcprcfentation  of  them  is  not  venr 
unfayonrable.  You  fay,  p,  49.  "  The  chriftian 
*^  Nazarencs  had  nothing  in  their  conduft  that 
**  might  render  them  defer viag  af  this  epithet 
«  (fltp£?^fli,  lawkfs*)  Their  error  was  that  they 
**  feared  to  ufe  iheir  liberty,  not  that  they  abufed 
*<  it/*  You  therefore  mufl  think  his  ccnfure  very 
l^arlh  and  ill-applied. 

I  think  it  probable  that  the  N^zarene$  or 
Ebionites  were  confidered  as  in  a  ftate  of  ei&* 
*  communication,  not  merely  bccaufc  they  them* 
felves  obfervcd  the  law  of  Mofes,  but  becaule 
many  of  them  would  impofe  the  fame  on  the 
Gentiles,  fo  that,  in  fa£V,  they  excommunicated 
,thenfifelves;  and  thus  the  paflage  in  Jerom  will 
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be  explained  by  one  in  Juftin  (who  fays,  that  he 
could  communicate  with  thofe  Jew3  who  kept 
to  the  law  of  Mofcs,  but  not  with  thofe  who 
would  impofe  it  on  all  chriftians)  which  I  (hall 
have  occafion  to  quote  hereafter. 

As  to  Mr.  Badcock*s  inference  from  the  paf- 
fage  in  Auftin's  letter  in  anfwer  to  Jerom,  I  fee 
no  force  in  it  at  alU  He  only  enumerates  all  the 
names  that  Jerom  had  mentioned,  and  whether 
thefe  differences  were  real  or  nominal,  great  or 
little,  it  fignified  nothing  to  him.  He  himfelf, 
in  his  catalogue  of  herefies,  makes  a  difference 
between  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  but  by  no 
means  that  which  you  and  Mr.  Badcock  make ; 
and  as  it  was  a  common  opinion,  cfpecially  in 
the  Weft,  that  there  was  fome  difference  between 
them  (though  the  writers  who  fpeak  of  it  could 
never  be  certain  in  what  it  confifted)  it  was  very 
natural  in  Auftin  to  mention  them  feparately> 
whether  Jerom  had  made  them  the  fame  or  not. 

That  Auftin,  in  his  anfwer  to  Jerom,  did  not 

.confider  the  Nazarenes  in  any  very  favourable 

light,  is  evident  from  his  fpeaking  of  them  as 

heretics.     *'  Quid  putaverint  hasretici,  qui  dum 

"  volunt  et  Judaei  effe  et  chriftiani,  nee  Juda?i 

f^  elTe  nee  Chriftiani  efle  potuerunt,"  &c.  Opera 

vol.  XL  p.  75.  i.  c.  "  as  to  the  opinion  of  thofe 

."  heretics,  who  while  they  would  be  both  Jews 

"  and  chriftians,  can  neither  be  Jews  nor  chrif- 

^  tians,"  &c.     It  is  in  thefc  very  words  that 

Jerom 
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Jerom  had  charaftenzed  thofe  whom  he  had 
called  Nazarenes,  What  more  could  Auftin  have 
faid  of  the  Ebionites  ?  And  can  it  be  fiippofcd 
that  he  would  have  fpoke  of  the  Nazarenes  in 
this  manner*  if  he  had  thought  them  highly  crsba^ 
dox  with  rcfpeft  to  the  do<5lrine  of  the  trinity? 
cfpccially  confidering  that  it  was  an  age  in  which 
the  greateft  accoonr  was  made  of  that  doftrine  j 
fb  that  foundncfs  in  that  article  might  be  fup- 
pofed  to  have  atoned  for  defedrs  in  other  things. 

You  fay  you  arc  not  lingular,  as  I  had  fup- 
pofed  in  aflcrting  the  ftriiil  orthodoxy  of  the 
Nasarenes  in  oppofition  to  the  Ebionites  i  bm 
you  are  more  nearly  fo  than  you  imagine.-— -^ 
'*  Hugo  Grotius/*  you  fay,  p.  38,  *'  Vofftus 
**  Spencer,  and  Huetius,  agree  that  the  Naza- 
**  renes  and  Ebionites,  though  fometimes  con- 
**  founded,  were  diftinct  fects,  and  they  maintain 
*^  the  opinion  which  I  now  maintain  of  the  high 
"  orthodoxy  o(  the  proper  Nazarenes  in  the 
**  article  of  our  Lord's  divinity/' 

Having  examined  the  moft  rcfpcftablc  of  thde 
authorities,  viz.  Grotius,  I  find  him  intircly 
failing  you,  and  faying  no  fuch  thihg  as  ywi 
afcribe  to  him.  What  he  fays  is  as  followic 
**  Certc  Nazaraei  illi  Bcr«enfes  genuina  erant 
^*  propago  corum  qui  primi  ex  Paleftina  Chrifti 
*^  fidem  erant  amplexi.  Nam  id  illis  nomelk 
**  primitus  fuifle  inditum  ex  domini  noftri  nos- 
•*  mine,  qui  vulgo  Nazarcnus  vocabattn-,  appan^ 

•     ex 
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•*  ex  Aft.  xxiv.  5.  Opera,  vol.  II.  p.  4.  i*  c. 
**  Thofe  Bersean  Nazarenes  were  the  genuine 
*^  defcendants  of  thofe  who  firft  in  Paleftinc  env- 
**  braced  the  chriftian  faith  ;  for  that  this  name 
was  originally  given  them  from  the  name  of 
*'  our  Saviour,  who  was  cor^monly  called  lie 
**  Nazareniy  appears  from  Afts  xxiy.  5." 

This,  Sir,  is  nothing  more  than  I  have  repeat- 
edly faid  myfelf,.vi2.  that  the  Nazarenes  men- 
tioned by  the  primitive  fathers  were  the  genuind 
defcendants  of  the  Nazarenes  in  the  time  of  Paul. 
Grodus  fays  nothing  definite  about  their  opi- 
nions i  but  if  his  meaning  muft  be  interpreted  by 
his  own  opinion  on  the  fubjeft,  it  would,  I  pre- 
fume,  be  in  my  favour  j  for  it  i3  alloVred,  I  be- 
lieve, on  all  hands,  that  his  Commentary  on  the 
New  Tcftament  is  very  much  Socinian,  certainly 
not  Athanafian.  But  admitting  that  you  may 
have  more  modern  authorities  for  the  orthodoxy 
of  the  Nazarenes  than  I  had  imagined  (though  I 
believe  that  a  great  majority,  are  with  me  onthisr 
fubjeft)  the  only  authorities  that  are  of  any 
weight  are  the  ancients,  and  we  are  now  upon 
ground  that  appears  to  me  not  to  have  been  fuf-: 
fkiently  examined  by  any  of  the  moderns. 

Rather  than  tax  me  with  ignorance  of  the 
fentiments  of  modern  critics  on  this  fubjcfl: 
(which  you  are  fometimes  ready  enough  to  do) 
you  fuf^fe  that  I  was  acquainted  with  them, 
and  had  rccourfe  to  artifice,  "  Your  attempt," 
•  you 
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you  fay^  [k  38.  ^^  to  fet  it  forth  in  that  light  I  can« 
?^  not  buc  confidcr  as  a  ftratagem,  which  you  were 
**  willing  to  employ  for  the  preferv'ation  of  your 
*'  battered  citadel>  the  argument  from  the  Naza* 
^'  renes.    In  this  ftratagem>  if  I  miftake  not»  you 
!^  arc  completely  (oiled.    In  your  fidUes  againft 
**  the  batteries  which  1  have  ndfed>  I  truft  you 
^<  will  be  little  more  fuccefdful.      But  as  too 
*^  much  of  ftratagem  is  apt  to  mix  itfelf  with  all 
^*  your  operation^  it  will  be  necefiary  that  I  watch 
"  very  narrowly  the  manner  of  your  approaches.*' 

This  afgumrnt>  however^  is  not  fo  much  baiteni 
but  chat  it  will  well  hold  out  againft  all  your 
efforts  to  overturn  it.  The  Nazarenes,  as  well 
as  che  Ebionites,  the  genuine  defcendants  of  the 
old  Jewilh  chriftians,  and  who  cannot  be  proved 
to  hdve  departed  from  the  faith  of  their  anceftors, 
were  all  believers  in  the  fimple  humanity  of 
Chrift  \  and  certainly  the  prefumption  is  that 
they  learned  this  doftrine  from  the  apoftles.  For 
who  ell'e  were  their  teachers  ? 

At  the  clofe  of  this  fubjeft,  having,  as  you 
ihink»  a  manifetl  advantage  over  me,  in  anfwer 
to  my  faying  that  if  the  Jcwifti  chriftians  were 
univcrlally  Ebionites  in  the  time  of  Origen,  the 
probability  is  that  they  were  very  generally  fo  in 
the  time  of  the  apoftles ;  you  fay,  p.  02.  *•  Whence 
*^  ihoukl  this  probability  arife  ?  From  this  general 
M  iniifim>  it  feems,  that  whole  bodies  of  men  do 
«  not  foon  change  their  opinions.     You  are» 

"  indeed. 
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•*  indeed.  Sir,  the  very  laft  perfon  who  might 
**  have  been  expefted  to  form  conclufions  upon 
•'  an  hiftorical  qucftion  from  mere  theory,  in 
*^  defiance  of  the  experience  of  mankind,  in  de- 
"  fiance  of  the  experience  of  our  own  country, 
*'  and  our  own  times.  How  long  is  it  fince  the 
'^  whole  body  of  Diffenters  in  this  kingdom  (the 
"  fingle  feft  of  the  Quakers  excepted)  took  their 
*'  (landard  of  orthodoxy  from  the  opinions  pf 
"  Calvin  ?  Where  (halt  we  now  find  a  Diffenter, 
*'  except  perhaps  among  the  dregs  of  Methodifm, 
"  who  would  not  think  it  an  afiront  to  be  taken 
"  for  a  Calvinift  ?" 

Indeed,  Sir,  you  are  peculiarly  unfortunate  with 
tcfpcdi  to  this  exantiple,  and  ought  to  have  been 
better  informed  before  you  had  delivered  your 
Opinion  of  a  matter  of  fa£t,  in  the  prefent  ftate 
of  things,  and  at  home,  with  fo  much  confi* 
dcnce.  The  faft  you  appeal  to  is  notorioufly 
the  very  revcrfe  of  what  you  reprefent  it  to  be,  and 
is  one  among  many  ftrong  proofs  of  the  truth  of 
niy  general  maxim. 

It  is  fo  far  from  being  true  that  there  are  few , 
Diflenters  who  would  not  think  it  an  affront  to  be 
taken  for  Calvinifts,  that  the  great  body  of  them 
would  be  exceedingly  offended  if  they  were  called  by 
my  other  name.  This  is  notorious.  Your  learned 
good  and  able  ally  Mr.  Badcock,  of  whom  you  boaft 
iomuch,  p.  77,  78.  hasferved  two  congregations  of 
Diflenters,  both  profefledly  calviniftical,  an4  in  the 

D  higheft 
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higheft  degree.  He  himfelf  ranks  with  that  cla&| 
having  noWj    as  I  am  informed,  no  commuoioj 

Or  connexion  with  thofe  who  are  ufually  callei 
rational  Dijmters.  I  appeal  to  himfdfj  and  M 
prefent  congregation  at  South  Molton,  as  well  i| 
his  former  at  Barnftablci  for  the  truth  of  the  faft,  \ 

\ 

Wc  DiiTenters  are  much  better  fi mated  tha( 
you  are  for  judging  of  the  truth  of  my  general 
hiaKinv  viz.  that  laFge  bodies  of  men  do  not  foos 
change  their  opinions.  Notwithftanding  tin 
Diflcnters  have  no  legal  bonds,  but  are  perfedl] 
free  to  adopt  whatever  opinions  they  pleafej  yet: 
as  they  were  univcrfally  Calvinifts  at  the  tiiiM 
of  the  reformation,  they  are  very  generally  fo  flill^ 
The  minifters,  as  might  be  expefted,  are  the  mo0 
enlightened,  and  have  introduced  fotne  refor- 
mation among  the  common  people  i  but  a  niajo^ 
rity  of  the  minifters  are,  I  believe,  Hill  Calvinifts. 

I  Ihould  have  thought  that  noperfon  at  all  ac- 
quainted with  hiftory  could  have  entertained  z 
doubt  with  refpeft  to  the  general  maxim  that  yoi 
refer  to,  viz.  that  great  bodies  of  men  do  noi 
loon  change  their  opinions.  Did  it  not  appeaj 
^hcn  our  Saviour  and  the  apoftles  preached  th( 
gofpel  with  all  the  advantage  of  miracles ;  anc 
did  it  not  appear  in  the  chriftianizing  of  the  Gen 
tile  world  ?  1  need  not  inform  you  how  long  thi 
ignbrant  country  people  in  particular  continuec 
pdgansy  a  word  borrowed  from  thicir  being  chiefly 

It 
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he  inhabitants  of  villages.  Does  not  the  hiftory 
)oth  of  the  corruption  and  of  the  reformation  of 
:hrifl:ianity  prove  the  fame  thing  ?  How  many 
et  believe  the  doftrine  of  tranfubftantiation  ? 
.nd  what  I  think  as  much  a  cafe  in  point,  how 
nany  yet  believe  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  ? 
-lad  it  not  been  for  the  force  of  this  maxim,  we 
hould  not  have  found  an  archdeacon  of  St.  Al- 
)ans  employing  the  moderate  (hare  of  learning 
hat  he  is  poflefTcd  of  in  the  defence  of  a  tenet  fo 
)alpably  abfurd. 

You  feem.  Sir,  to  Ipeak  with  contempt  of  the 
loftrines  of  Calvin.  I  muft,  however,  remind 
^ou,  that  the  doftrinal  articles  of  your  church  are 
Zalviniftic.  If  you,  therefore,  be  a  true  member 
)f  the  church  of  England,  believing  ex  attimo^ 
ind  in  their  plain  obvious  fcnfe,  all  the  thirty- 
line  articles,  yoii  yourfclf  believe  the  doftrines  of 
>riginal  fin,  predeftination,  and  every  other  te- 
ict  that  is  generally  known  by  the  name  of  Cat- 
rimftic.  I  do  not  tax  you,  as  you  repeatedly  do 
nc,  with  infincerity.  I  prefumc  you  really  do  be- 
lieve the  dodrines  that  are  termed  Calviniftic, 
ind  therefore  1  think  you  ought  to  have  treated 
them  with  more  refpeft.  You  ought  alfo  to  haVe 
rpoken  with  more  refpef):  of  the  Methodifh. 
rhey,  as  well  as  you,  are  profeffcd  members  of 
die  church  of  England,  and  not  DilTenters, 

I  am,  &c. 
D  a  LETTER 
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Of  the  fuppofed  ortbsdox  Jewifi)  church  at  Jtrufa 
km,  and  of  tht  veracity  of  Origen. 
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Key.  Sir. 

'V'OU  fpeak  of  a  clitirch  of  trinitarian  Jews 
who  had  abandoned  the  law  of  MoieSj  am 
rcfided  at  Jerufalem,  fublequent  to  the  time  o 
Adrian,  Origenj  who  afTcrts  that  all  the  Jewifl 
chriftians  of  his  time  conformed  co  the  law  c 
Mofesj  you  fay^  muft  have  known  of  this  church 
and  therefore  you  do  not  hefitate^  after  Molheiir 
to  tax  him  with  aflerting  a  wilful  falfehood 
Error  was  often  afcribed  to  this  great  man  by  th 
later  fathers^  but  never  before,  I  believej  was  hi 
veracity  called  in  queftion.  And  Icaft  of  all  ca 
it  be  fuppofed  that  he  would  have  dared  to  aflei 
a  notorious  untruth  in  a  public  controverfy.  H 
muft  have  been  a  fool,  as  well  as  the  knave  yoi 
make  him^  to  have  ventured  upon  it.  Your  treal 
ment  of  myfelf,  however,  gives  me  thelefs  pain 
when  I  fee  you  not  fcrupling  to  fix  a  fimik 
odium  on  the  charafter  of  the  rcfpeftablc  Origeii 
But  what.  Sir,  would  you  not  have  faid  of  me,  I 
1  had  been  reduced  to  this  dilemma,  in  order  r* 
maintain  my  opinion  ?  What  an  outcry  did  no 
you  and  Mr,  Badcock  make  when  I  difpured  ih 
.>  evidence 
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eridence  of  Eufcbius^  though  I  could  confute 
him  from  himfclf  *  1  and  with  rcfpcfl:  to  int^ty^ 
the  qharadter  of  Eufebius  never  flood  fo  high  as 
that  of  Origen.  But  you,  or  rather  your  author 
Moflieim,  fliall  be  heard, 

•*!  ihall  take,"  you  fay,   p.  59.   "  what  you 

^  may  think  a  bold  ftep.      I  fhall  tax  the  veracity 

**  of  your  witnefs,— of  this  Oirigen.     I  (hall  tcH 

^  yoa  that,  whatever  may  be  the  general  credit  of 

^  his  charader,  yet  in  this  bufmefs  the  particulars 

**  of  bis  depofition  are  to  be  little  regarded,  when 

^  he  iets  out  with  the  allegation  of  a  notorious 

"  laUhood.     He  alleges  of  the  Hebrew  chriftians 

^  in  general,   that  they  had  not  renounced  the 

'^  Mo£uc  law.    The  afifertion  ferved  him  for  an  an- 

^  ^rcr  to  theinvedlive  which  Celfus  had  put  in  the 

^  mouth  of  a  Jew  againit  the  converted  Jews,  as 

**  deieners  of  the  laws  and  cuftoms  of  their  ancef- 

•*  ton,. .  The  anfwer  was  hpt  the  woffe  for  wanting 

*^  truth,  if  his  heathen  antagonift  was  not  fufficiently 

•*  infiinned  in  the  true  dift^ions  of  chriftian  fcfts 

^  to  deteft  the  falftiood.  But  in  all  the  time  which 

f  he  fpcnt  in  Paleftine,  had  Origen  never  converfed 

*  PlMdiim  makes  no  difficulty  of  contradiding  Eufebius  \n 
Ail  Cife»  and  without  maldag  iiny  apoloQr  for  him  ^x.  ^\U 
tti  opponent  Mr.  Daille  having  faid  if  ibmt  accoMnt  hi  trtu, 
*•  tcplies,  **  He  knew  very  well,  that,  ftriAly  fpcaking,  it 
**  Wtt  not  true ;  for  he  knew  many  others  long  before  Theo- 
H  dotns,  and  not  a  few  even  before  Ignatias,  who  taught  the 
^  bme  herefy,  a  catalogue  of  whom  may  be  feen  in  Epipha- 
^dHu,"  and  whom  he   proceeds   to   mention.     Vindiciae, 

D   1  "with 
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*'  with  Hebrew  chriftians  of  another  fort  ?  HadlS 
**  met  with  no  chriftians  of  Hebrew  families  of  thd 
^*  church  of  Jerufa!em,  when  that  church  was  undoS 
*^  the  government  of  bifhops  of  the  uncircumcifion  S 
**  The  fad  iS|  that  after  the  demolition  of  Jcrufalcoi 
"  by  Adrian,  the  majority  of  the  Hebrew  chriftians^ 
»**  who  muft  have  paffcd  for  Jews  with  the  Komaa 
*'  magiftratcsj  had  they  continued  to  adhere  to  thfl 
^*  Mofaic  law,  which  t;o  this  time,  they  had  obfervedf 
**  more  from  habit,  than  from  any  principte  of  coo^ 
**  fcicnce,  made  no  fcruplc  to  renounce  it,  that  the^ 
**  might  be  qualified  to  panake  in  the  valuable  pri-^ 
*^  vileges  of  the  ^lian  colony^  from  which  Jewd 
»*'  were  excluded.  Having  thus  divefted  them^ 
*'  felves  of  the  form  of  Judaifm,  which  to  tbaij 
**  time  they  had  born,  they  removed  from  Pella,  anc2 
*'  other  towns  to  which  they  had  retired^  and  fettled 
" "  iji  grtat  numbers  at  ^lia*  The  few  who  re— 
**  tained  a  fuperftitious  veneration  for  their  lawsj 
**  remained  in  the  North  of  Galilee,  where  they* 
**  were  joined,  perhaps,  by  new  fugitives  of  the 
■*  fame  weak  charafter  from  Paleftine,  And  thii^ 
*'  was  the  beginning  of  the  k&  of  the  Nazareoes. 
<*  But  from  this  lime,  whatevcrOrigcn  may  pirtniidi 
"  to  ferve  a  purpofe,  the  majority  of  the  Hebceir 
^*  chriftians  forfook  their  law,  and  lived  in  CDiainii- 
**  nion  with  the  gentile  biftiops  of  the  new  rtd- 
*'  dellcd  church  at  Jerufalem ;  for  the  name  was 
«<  retained,  though  Jerufalem  was  no  more  $  and 
"  the  feat  of  the  bifliofi  was  at  JE\\2l.  All  t!hl&  t 
^^  affirm  with  the  lefs  hefitation,  being  fupportedby 
^*  the  authority  of  Mofheim,  from  whom>  indtods 

**  I  Erft 
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I  firft  learned  to  rate  the  teftimony  of  Origen,  in 
this  particular  queftion^  at  its  true  value.'' 


Struck  with  this  extraordinary  narration^  of  ^ 
tranfa<5tion  of  ancient  tinier,  for  which  you  refer  to 
no  authority  befides  that  of  MoIhciiD,  I  looked 
into  him  -»  but  even  there  I  do  not  find  all  the 
particulars  that  you  mention,.  He  fays  nothing  of  the 
Jewifh  chriftians  having  obfcrved  their  law  ware 
from  habit  than  any  principle  ofconfciencc  ;  nothing 
of  their  making  no  fcruple  to  renounce  their  la,w, 
in  order  to  partake  in  the  privileges^f  the  £lian 
colony  ;  nothing  of  any  Jewifli  chriftians  removing 
from  Pella  and  iettling  in  i^lia  ;  nothing  of  the  re- 
tiring of  the  reft  to  the  North  of  Galilee ;  or  of 
this  new  origin  of  the  Nazarenes  there.  For  all 
thefe  particulars,^  therefore,  learned  Sir,  you  muft 
have  ibme  other  authority  in  peUOy  befides   that 

of  Mofheim ;  and  you  ought  to  have  produced 

• 
It. 

Alfo,  as  you  adopt  the  aflTertions  of  Moftieim^  I 
could  wifh  to  know  his  authority  for  fuppofing,  that 
there  was  any  fuch  thing  as  a  church,  or  part  of  a 
churchy  of  Jewifh  chriftians  at  Jerufalem,  after  the 
deftrudtion  of  that  city  by  Adrian.  As  to  your 
additions^  they  are  a  feries  of  fuch  improbable  cir- 
cumftances, '  as  hardly  any  hiftorian  of  the  time 
could  make  credible.  Bodies  of  men  do  nor,  what- 
ever you  may  imagine,  fuddenly  change  their  opi- 
nions, and  much  lels  their  cuftoms  and  habits :  leaft 
of  all  would  an  a<5l  of  violence  produce  tliat  efteft  ; 
D  4  anda 
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and,  of  all  mankind,  the  experiment  was  the  leaft 
likely  to  anfwer  with  Jews*  If  it  had  produced 
any  tfFe£t  fur  a  timej  the  old  cuftoms  and  habits 
would  certainly  havr  returned  when  the  danger  was 
over*  You  might  juft  as  well  fuppofe  that  all  the 
Jews  in  Jcmfilem  began  to  fpsak  Greek,  as  well  as 
abandoned  their  ancient  cuftoms,  in  order  to  enjoy 
tlic  valuable  privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony.  Aod 
you  would  have  this  to  alledge  in  your  favour,  that 
from  that  time  the  bilhops  of  Jcrulalem  were  all 
Greeks^  the  public  offices  were,  no  doubts  per- 
formed in  th^  Greek  language  j  and  the  church  of 
Jerufalem  was,  indeed^  in  all  refpcfts,  a&  much  a 
^Greek  church,  as  that  of  Antioch. 

As  you  fay,  p*  134,  with  refpeft  to  myfelf, 
*'  that  a  man  ought  to  be  accomplifhed  in  an- 
**  cient  learning,  who  thinks  he  may  efcape  with 
^  *'  impunity,  and  without  deleft  ion,  in  the  attempt 
'^  to  brow- beat  the  world  with  a  peremptory  and 
"  reiterated  allegation  of  teftimonies  that  exift 
*'not;'*  how  much  more  accomplifticd  ought 
that  man  to  be,  who  now  writes  the  hiftory  of 
tranfaftions  in  the  third  century  without  alledg- 
ing  any  tcftimony  at  all  ? 

Molheim  himfelf,  who  began  this  accufation 
of  Origcn,  procjuces  no  authority,  in  his  DiflTer- 
t^tions,  for  his  affertion.  He  only  fays  that  he 
cannot  reconcile  the  faft  that  Origen  mentions^ 
with  hisfceming  unwillingnefs  to  allow  the  Ebio- 
nites  to  be  chriftians.    But  this  is  eafily  accounted 

for. 
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for,  from  the  attachment  which  he  himfelf  had  to 
the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  which  they 
denied ;  and  from  their  holding  no  communion 
with  other  chriltians. 

All  the  appearance  of  authority  that  I  can  find 
in  any  ancient  writer,  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians 
deferting  the  law  of  their  anceftors,  is  in  Sulpicius 
Severus,  to  whom  I  am  referred  by  Molheim  in 
his  hiftory.  But  what  he  fays  on  the  fubjeft,  is 
only  what  follows :  "  At  this  time  Adrian,  think- 
•*  ing  that  he  fhould  deftroy  chriftianity  by  de- 
*'  ftroying  the  place,  erected  the  images  of  das- 
^*  mons  in  the  church,  and  in  the  place  of  our 
**  Lord's  fufFerings ;  and  becaufe  the  chriftians 
•*  were  thought  to  confift  chiefly  of  Jews  (for 
f^  then  the  church  at  Jerufalem  had  all  its  clergy 
*•  of  the  circumcifion)  ordered  a  cohort  of  foldiers 
«*  to  keep  conftant  guard,  and  drive  all  Jews  from 
"  any  accefs  to  Jerufalem,  which  was  of  fervice  to 
**  the  chriftian  faith;  for  at  that  time  they  almoft 
*'  all  -believed  Chrift  to  be  God,  but  with  the  ob- 
"  fervance  of  the  law  j  the  Lord  fo  difpofing  ir, 
'*  that  the  fervitude  of  the  law  fliould  be  removed 
"  from  the  liberty  of  the  faith,  and  of  the  church. 
"  Then  was  Marc  the  firft  bifliop  of  the  Gentiles 
«  at  Jerufalem  *." 

Where, 

•  Qua  tempedate  Adrianus,  exiftimans  fc  chriftianam  fidem 
kci  injuria  perempturum,  cc  in  texnplo  ac  loco  dominicas 
ptfllonis  dzinonam  iimulachra  conftituic.  £t  quia  chriftiani 
ex  Jadaeis  potifiimum  putabantur  (namque  turn  HierofolymaB 
Hon  nifi  ex  circumcinone  babebat  ccclefia  Sacerdotem)  militum 

CO- 
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WTicte,  Sir,  do  you  find,  in  this  palHge,  any 
protmfc  of  immunities  to  die  Jcwifh  cliriftians, 
if  they  would  forfakt:  the  law  of  thck  fathers. 
On  the  contrary^  the  hiftorian  fays,  that  die  ob- 
ject of  Adrian  was  to  overturn  Chriflianity,  and 
that  the  Jews  were  baailBed  bccaole  the  chriftians 
then  were  chiefly  of  that  nation.  According  to  this 
account,  all  the  Jews,  chriftiaGs  as  well  as  others, 
were  driven  out  ot  Jt-rulalejin  |  and  nothing  is 
faid  uf  any  of  them  forfakii:g  the  law  of  Mofcs  i 
aad  your  affertion  of  their  havlog  been  gradually 
prepared  for  ic,  by  ha.ving  before  this  time  ob* 
ikrved  their  law  more  from  habit  than  from  con- 
icience,  is  unfupported  by  any  authority  or  pro* 
babilityp  Eufebius  mentions  the  expulfion  of  the 
Jews  from  Jcrufalem,  but  fays  not  a  word  of  any 
of  Che  chriftians  there  abandoning  circumci(ion> 
^nd  their  other  ceremonies  on  that  occafion. 
Indeed,  fuch  a  thing  was  in  the  higheft  degree 
improbable. 

Independent  qf  aH  natiiral  probability,  had 
Sulpitius  Severus  aikually  written  all  that  Mof- 
helm  advances,  and  all^  the  curious  particulars 
that  you  have  added  to  complete  the  account  i 

cohortem  cullodias  in  pcrpetuum  agitarc  juffir,  quat  Jiid»oi 
omnfs  Hicrofolymx  aditus  arceret.  Quod  quidem  chriftians 
£dei  proficicbat ;  quia  turn  pcne  oranes  Chriilura  Deam  fub 
Icgis  obfervaiione  credebant,  Nimirum  id  domiDO  ordinante 
ditpornum,  ut  legis  fcrvitus  a  llbercate  fidei  atque  eccleli»  iqI- 
leietur.  Iia  turn  primuro  Marcus  ex  Gcntibus  apud  Hiero* 
(olymsLm  epifcopus  fait.    liift.  lib.  II,  c.  xxxL  p.  245. 

whether 
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whether  is  it.  Sir,  from  this  writer,  or  from  Ori* 
gen,  that  we  are  more  likely  to  gain  true  informal 
lion  on  this  fubjcdt.  Origen  writing  in  contro^ 
vcrfy,  and  of  courfe  fubjeft  to  correftion,  ap*. 
peals  to  a  faA  as  notorious  in  the  country  m 
which  he  himfelf  refidcd,  and  in  his  own  times^ 
to  which  therefore  he  could  not  but  have  given 
particular  attention.  Whereas  Sulpitius  Severus 
lived  in  the  remotcft  part  of  Gaul,  feveral  chou- 
fand  miles  from  Paleftinc,  and  two  hundred  years 
after, Origen,  fo  that  he  could  not  have  aflertcd 
the  faft  as  from  his  own  knowledge,  and  he  quotes 
no  other  perfon  for  it.  But  in  ftd:  Sulpitius  Se- 
verus is  no  more  favourable  to  your  account  of 
the  matter  than  Origen  himfelf;  fo  that  to  the 
authority  of  both  of  them,  of  all  ancient  tefti- 
mony,  and  natural  probability,  you  have  nothing 
to  oppofe  but  your  own  conjedures,  and  nothii^ 
to  plead  for  this  condu£l  but  that  your  poor  and 
wretched  caufe  requires  it. 

Having  confulted  Eufebius,  and  other  ancient 
writers  to  no  purpofe,  for  fome  account  of  thefc 
Jews  who  had  deferred  the  religion  of  their  an- 
reftors,  I  looked  into  Tillemont,  who  is  wonder- 
fully careful  and  exaft  in  bringing  together  every 
thing  that  relates  to  his  fubjeft;  but  his  account 
of  the  matter  differs  widely  indeed  from  Mof- 
heim*s  and  yours.  He  fays  (Hift.  des  Empe- 
rcurs,  tom.  IL  part.  ii.  p.  506.)  "  The  Jews 
^^  converted  to  the  faith  of  Chrift  were  not  ex- 
2  *^  cepted 
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^  dfiiie  m  Jcra&ioD.  TIm^  treoMigeil  to  go 
^  am  widi  die  rrfL  Bat  Ac  Jews  isoEig  rfien 
^  obliged  t0  mbiodoD  Jciiifahg^  ihi£  ckiuch 
'^  begSA  CD  be  compelled  ctf^Godk&i  Md  befmie 
^  cbc  d«di  of  Ailiiia,  ia  tlie  astddSe  iif  tbe  year 
»  I  ji,  BAarc,  who  «ai  ofCkodfe  nce^  «»  e&i- 
«*  bliflied  tlior  bifcop.*"  He  does  aoc  %  widi 
M olketm  diac  tids  M»c  was  <^ofea  bf  ite 
«*  JewivboatnadoocdfkeMo&icmcs.'*  Hift 
rol*L  p.  lyi* 

Flmrr,  I  Brnd^  kid  die  Cone  idea  of  tfutrr est. 
He  fiTs,  Hift*  ToL  1,  p.  ji6.  **  Fnsoi  dxis  time 
**  the  Jews  woe  forbidden  m  eater  jGufalcm,  or 
"  cfm  to  fee  it  at  m  difiance.  The  dfy  being 
*<  afterwards  inhibited  br  Gcaii3B>  ludiio  odicr 

^*  nacne  thin  .£Iia. Hicboto  the  dbiwch  of 

•*  Jenilalctn  lud  ontf  been  cocnpofed  of  Jrwifii 
«»  converts,  who  obfcnred  the  rmsil  of  the  law 
«  under  the  libeitT  of  the  gpfyd  i  but  then  as 
^'  the  Jei^  were  forbidden  to  lemain  tfacrcs  ^udd 
^*  guards  were  placed  to  defend  the  entrance  of 
"  it,  there  were  no  other  chriilians  there  bcfides 
'^  thofe  who  were  of  Gentile,  origin ;  and  dins 
<<  the  remains  of  the  fcnritude  of  the  law  were 
**  entirely  aboliflied.'' 

Thus  ends  this  church  of  orthodox  Jewifli 
chriflians  at  Jenifalem,  planted  by  Mofheini,  and 
pretty  well  watered  by  the  Archdeacon  of  St. 

Albans  I 
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Albans;,  from  which  you  have  derived  fuch 
great  advantage  to  your  argument.  But  what 
evidence  can  you  bring  that  the  ancient  Jewifh 
church  at  Jerufalem,  even  before  the  time  of 
Adrian,  was  trinitarian  ?  If  they  were  NazareneSy 
Epiphanius  reprefents  them  as  unitarian  when 
John  wrote ;  and  who  was  it  that  converted  them 
from  unitarians  to  trinitarians,  and  what  evidence' 
have  you  of  any  fuch  converfion  ? 

What  became  of  the  chriftian  Jews  who  were 
driven  out  of  Jerufalem  by  Adrian,  does  not  appear. 
It  is  mofl-  probable  that  they  joined  their  brethren 
at  Pella,  or  Berasa,  in  Syria,  from  which  they  had 
come  to  rcfide  at  Jerufalem,  and,  indeed,  what  be- 
came of  the  whole  body  of  the  ancient  chriftian 
Jews  (none  of  whom  can  be  proved  to  have  been 
trinitarians)  I  cannot  tell.  Their  numbers,  we  may 
fuppofe,  were  gradually  reduced,  till  a?  length  they 
became  extinft.  I  hope,  however,  we  Ihall  hear 
no  more  of  them  as  an  evidence  of  the  antiquity  of 
the  trinitarian  doftrine.    . 

I  cannot  help,  in  this  place,  taking  fome  farther 
nouce  of  what  you  fay  with  refpedt  to  this  charge  of 
a  wilful  falfehood  on  Origen.  *'  Time  was,**  you 
fay,  p.  160.  "  when  the  pradice"  (viz.of  ufing  un- 
juftifiable  means  to  ferve  a  good  end)  "  was  openly 
^'  avowed,  and  Urigen  himfelf  was  among  its'de* 
*•  fenders.*'  This,  Sir,  as  is  ufual  with  you,  is 
much  tQo  ftrongly  ftated,  and  as  you  mention  no 
authorities,  you  might  think  to  efcape  detection. 

I  believe. 
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I  beliercy  indeed,  you  went  no  farther  than  Mo£> 
heim  for  it.  Jerom^  in  his  epiftle  to  Pammachius, 
Opera^  voL  L  p.  496.  fays,  that  Origen  adopted  the 
Platonic  doftrine  (and  you.  Sir,  are«n  admirer  of 
Plato)  of  the  fubferviency  of  truth  to  utility,  as 
with  refped  to  deceiving  enemies,  &c.  as  Mr. 
Hume,  and  other  fpeculacive  moral  ifts  have  done  $ 
conQdering  the  foundation  of  a!l  focial  virtue  to  be 
the  public  good.  .  But,  Sir,  it  by  no  means  follows 
from  this  that  fuch  perfons  will  ever  indulge  them- 
felves  in  any  greater  violations  of  truth  than  tbofe 
who  hold  other  fpeculative  opinions  concerning  the 
foundation  of  morals. 

Jerom  was  far  from  faying  as  you  do,  that  •*  he  rc- 
•*  duced  his  theory  to  praftice."  He.mcntioos  no 
inftancc  whatever  of  his  having  rccourfe  to  it,  and 
is  far,  indeed,  from  vindicating  you  in  aflcrting, 
p.  160.  that  "  the  art  which  he  recommended  be 
*•  fcrupled  not  to  employ ;  and  that,  to  (ilence  an 
*^  adverfary,  he  had  recourfe  to  the  wilful  and  de- 
**  liberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  falfehood." 
Here,  Sir,  is  much  more  in  the  conclufion  than  the 
premifes  will  warrant.  Many  perfons  hold  fpecula- 
tive principles,  which  their  adverfaries  think  muft 
oeceflarly  lead  to  immorality;  but  thofe  who 
Jbold  them  Ihould  be  heard  on  the  fubjed ;  and  the 
COndttfioii  will  not  be  julV,  unlefs  they  themfelvcs 
sMmA  immc^al  pradiccs  with  their  principles. 
1 6sd^  S\u  that  tlie  charaders  of  the  CfsJ  arc  no  lafer 
im  vttur  kLnds  than  thole  of  the  living.  I  am  unwilling 
Id  £^f  a  harih  thing,  and  I  wiih  to  avoid  it  the  ax>rc, 

lea 


IT 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST,  ALBANS,     47 

left  1  ftiould  be  thought  to  return  raiting  far  ratlings 
but  really,  unlcfs  you  can  make  a  better  apology 
for  yourfcif,  than  I  am  able  to  luggeft^  you  will  be 
confidered  by  impartial  perfons,  as  vl  faljifier  /)f  bif- 
Sory^  and  a  defamer  of  the  charaEier  of  the  dead^  vx 
order  to  kxs^  your  purpofe. 

I  am,  &C. 


LETTER 


V. 


Of  Herefy  in  the  earlieft  tima. 


Rev.  Sir, 

T  Aflcrted  that  the  unitarians  were  not  on- 
ginally  confidered  as  heretics,  and  for  this  I 
have  adduced  a  variety  of  arguments,  one  of  the 
principal  of  which  is,  that  the  apoftle  John, 
though,  according  to  all  the  evidence  of  anti- 
quity, he  could  not  but  have  known  that  unita- 
rians were  numerous  in  his  time,  never  cenfures 
them  i  whereas  he  writes  with  the  grcateft  indig- 
nation againlt  the  tenets  which  belonged  to  the 
oppofite  fyftem  of  Gnofticifm.  I  oblerved  the 
fame  with  refpedt  to  Hegefippus,  Juftin  Martyr, 
and  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  I  now  find  the 
fame  to  be  true  of  Polycarp  and  Ignatius,  and 

that 
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that  even  IrenseuSj  Tertullian^  and  Origeiij   did 

not  treat  the  unitarians  as  heretics. 

f    You  Infift  iippn  it,  however,   that  John  does 

cenfure  the  unitarian  doftrine  i  which  is  curious  , 

enough,  when,  according  to  your  account,  there  . 
were  no  Ebionites  or  Nazarenes,   that  is,   none 

who  dqnicd  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  till  long  ^ 
after  the  time  of  John.     But,  pafTing  this,  you 

acknowledge  that  the  phrafe  naming  in  the  fiejh  \ 

alludes  to  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift,  and  1 

therefore  refpefts  the  Gnoftics ;  but  you  nnain-  ( 

tain  that   it  like  wife   alludes  to  a  prior  ftali  i  fo  * 

that  \vc  may  neccfrarily  infer  from  it>  that  he  was  , 

a  being  of  a  higher  rank  before  his  coming  ia  ^ 

the  flefli,  1 


") 


You  fay,  p,  27,  '^  TJie  attempt  to  afllgn  a  rea- 
"  fan  why  the  Redeemer  fliould  be  a  man,  im- 
"  plies  both  that  he  might  have  been,  without 
"  partaking  of  the  human  nature,  and  by  confe- 
"  quence  that,  in  his  own  proper  nature,  he  was 
"  originally  fomethingdifterent  from  man  i  and 
"  that  there  might  have  been  an  expectation  that 
**  he  would  make  his  appearance  in  fome  form 
'*  above  the  human/'  But  it  is  certainly  quite 
fufficicnt  to  account  for  the  apoftle's  ufing  that 
phrafe  coming  in  the  flejhy  that  in  his  time  there 
aftually  exifted  an  opinion  that  Chfift  was  not 
truly  a  man,  but  was  a  being  of  a  higher  order, 
which  was  precifely  the  doftrine  of  the  Gnoftics. 
That  before  the  appearance  of  the  Mcffiah,  any 

perfons 
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ns  expefted  that  he  would,  or  might  come 
brni  above  the  human  I  abfolutely  deny. 

\  reafon/'  you  fay,  p.  2ji  "  why  a  man  (hould 
a  man,  one  would  not  cxpedt  in  a  fober  man's 
:ourfe."  But  certainly,  it  was  very  proper  to 
a  reafon  -why  one  who  was  not  thought  to  be 
irly  a  man,  was  really  fo  ;  which  is  what  the 
ie  has  done. 

you  call  upon  me  fo  loudly  to  give  kny  proof 
the  phrafe  coming  in  the  flejh  is  defcriptive  of 
rnoftic  herefy  only,  and  not  oF  the  unitarian 
ine  alfo,  I  (hall  give  an  anfwer  that  may  per- 
fatisfy  you,  which  is,  that  it  is  fo  ufed  in  the 
•  of  Polycarp,  the  dtfciple  of  John.  In  a 
re  in  this  epiftle,  in  which  the  writer  evidently 
^s  to  the  Gnoilics  only,  he  introduces  this 
phrafe,  coming  in  ibefiejh.  See  fed.  vi.  vii.  in 
Wake's  tranflation,  p.  5^.  "  Being  zealous 
what  is  good,  abftaining  from  all  oiTence, 
1  from  falfe  brethren,  and  from  thofe  who 
X  the  name  of  Chrift  in  hypocrify^  and  who 
leive  vain  men.  For  whofoever  does  not  con- 
\  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  come  in  the  flefh^  he  is 
itichrift,  and  whofoever  does  not  confcfe  his 
fering  upon  the  cro(s  is  from  the  devil  1  and 
ofoever  perverts  the  oracles  of  God  to  his 
n  interefts,  and  fays,  that  there  (hall  be  neither 
^  refurre£tion,  nor  judgment,  he  is  the  firft- 
n  of  latan.  Wherefore,  leaving  the  vanity 
many,  and  their  falfc  do£trines,  let  us  return 
E  •'to 


( 


Had  this  writer  proceeded  no  farther  than  die 
iccood  claufe,  in  which  he  mentions  thole  who  did 
not  believe  that  Chrift  fufiered  ufx>n  the  crols,  i( 
mi^  have  been  fuppofed,  that  te  alluded  to  /m 
ctafles  of  men,  and  that  the  litter  were  difieretat 
^m  thofe  who  denied  that  he  came  in  the  flelh. 
'But  as  he  goes  on  to  mendon  a  third  circumilaDce, 
viz.  the  denial  of  the  refuitedion,  and  we  are  fine 
that  thofe  were  not  a  third  dafs  of  perfons».  it  is 
evident  that  he  alluded  to  no  more  than  one  and 
the  fame  kind  of  perfons  by  all  flic  three  cbarafters. 
i  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  apoftle  John,  from 
"whom  the  writer  of  this  cpiftlc  had  this  phrafc, 
ufcd  it  in  the  fame  fenfe,  and  meant  by  it  only 
thofe  perfons  who  believed  that  Chrift  was  not  truly 
man,  i.  e.  the  Gnoftics. 

*  Befides,  is  it  not  extraordinary,  that  if  this  apoftle 
conceived  the  indignation  that  you  fuppofc  hini  to 
have  entertained  againft  the  unitarians,  he  fliould 
give  no  intimation  of  it  except  in  this  one  amW- 
guous  expreflion?  You  own  that  he  marks  the 
Gnoftics  clearly  enough,  and  exprefles  the  ftrongcft 
averGon  to  them.  How  came  he  then  to  fpare'die 
unitarians,  who  have  been  fo  odious  fince  ?  Tou 
muft  own  that,  in  the  courfe  of  his  gofpel,  he 
inferts  many^cxprcffions  which,  when  literally  in- 
cerpreied,  imKtate  ftrongly  againft  the  doftririeof 
tte^jj^^^^Cloift;  as  when,  according  to  Wm, 

oiir 
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but  Saviour  fays  the  Father  is  greater  than  I\  lean 
do  nothing  of  myfelfi  I  live  by  the  Father ;  the 
Father  within  me  he  doth  the  works.  The  Father 
is  the  only  true  Gody  &c.  If  the  apoftle  knew  that 
there  were  in  his  time  thofe  who  believed  that 
Chrift  was  a  mere  man,  while  he  himfclf  believed 
him  to  be  God^  is  it  not  extraordinary  that  he 
ihould  give  them  fuch  an  advantage  from  the 
language  of  our  Saviour  in  his  own  gofpel ;  and 
that  he  (hould  have  taken  no  care  to  qualify  or 
explain  it  i  Perfons  who  are  aware  of  a  dangerous 
opinion,  and  wifh  to  guard  others  againft  it,  do  not 
write  as  he  does. 


You  will  probably  fay,  that  John  taught  the 
divinity  of  Chrift  with  fufficient  cleamefs  in  the 
introdu£bion  to  his  gofpel,  which  might  ferve  as  a 
guard  againft  any  miftake  with  refpeft  to  fuch  ex* 
preflions  as  thofe  above  quoted.  But  it  appears 
that  the  ancient  unitarians  underftood  that  intro- 
duftion  as  we  now  do,  taking  the  logos  to  mean 
not  Chrift  J  but  the  wifdom  and  power  of  God  refiding 
in  him,  and  a£ting  by  him.  The  Noetian,  in 
Hippolytus,  fays,  "  You  tell  me  fomething  new, 
•♦  when  you  call  the  Son  logos  V*  And  the  oldeft 
opinion  on  the  fubjedt  is,  that  in  that  introduftion 
John  alluded  to  the  Gnollics  only,  as  he  did  ia 
Ms  epiftles. 

♦  A?\X*  tpci  fi9i  riff  ^ivov  (Mi  ^tfUi  Kr^'oy  My»p  u/or. 
Contra  Noetqm,  fed.  xv.  p.  i6. 

E  2  Ignatius 


# 
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.  Ignatius  alfo  frequently  mentioos  htnfi^  ted 
berttics^  and,  like  John  and  Polycarp,  with  great 
indignation  ^  but  it  is  evident  to  every  perioa  who 
is  at  all  acqoanted  with  the  hiftory^  leanung,  and 
*  language  of  choie  dmes,  and  of  the  fubfequenc  ones, 
that  he  had  no  perfons  in  bis  eye  but  the  Gnoltia 
only*  I  defire  no  other  evidence  of  this»  befides 
a  careful  infpedion  of  the  paflages.  I  ihall  recite 
only  one  of  them,  from  the  epiftle  to  the  Soiyr- 
fueans,  fc£t."iv.  v.  in  Wake's  tranflationj  p.  116. 
Speaking  of  his  own  fufierings»  he  fiiys,  ^fae 
*^  who  .was  made  a  perfclft  man  ftrengthening  me. 
^^  Whom*  ibme  not  knowing  do  deny,  or  rather 
••  have  been  denied  by  him,  being  the  advocates 
**  of  death,  rather  than  of  the  truth,  whom  neither 
••  the  prophets,  nor  the  law  of  Mofes  have  per- 
**  fuaded,  nor  the  gofpel  itfelf,  even  to  this  day, 
"  nor  the  fufFerings  of  every  one  of  us.  For  they 
^^  chink  aifo  the  fame  things  of  us.  For  what  does 
^'  a  man  profit  me  if  he  (hall  praife  me,  and  blaf- 
'•*  pheme  my  Lord,  not  confefling  that  he  was 
•*  truly  made  a  man.  Now  he -that  doth  not  iay 
*^  this,  does  in  efied  deny  him,  and  is  in  death. 
*^  But  for  the  names  of  fuch  as  do  this,  they  being 
"  unbelievers,  I  thought  it  not  fitting  to  write  them 
•^  unto  you.  Yea  God  forbid  that  I  (hould  make 
*'  any  mention  of  them  till  they  (hall  repent,  to  a 
**  true  belief  of  Chrift's  paffion,  which  is  our  re- 
"  furrcdion.  Let  no  man  deceive  himfelf,**  &c. 
He  afterwards  fpeaks  of  thefe  perfons  abft^ning 
from  the  euchari(l,  and  the  public  offices^  ^*  becaufe 
•3=-  I  "  they 
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^*  they  confeflcd  not  the  eucharift  to  be  the  fleOi  of 
*^  our  Saviour  Jefus  Chrift,  which  fufFered  for  our 
"  fin$,  and  which  the  Father  of  his  goodnefs  raifed 
**  again  from  the  dead.  It  will,  therefore,"  he 
adds,  "  become  you  to  abftain  from  fuch  pcrfons. 
•*  and  not  to  fpeak  with  them,  neither  in  private 
"  nor  in  public." 

How  like  is  this  to  the  writings  of  the  apoftlc 
John,  and  how  well  they  explain  each  other. 
Here  we  fee  the  blafpbtmy  afcribcd  to  the  Gnoftics, 
which  Juftin  mentions,  their  feparating  them- 
felves  from  the  communion  of  chriftians,  their 
denying  the  rcfurredion,  and  their  pride.  Now, 
how  came  this  writer,  like  John,  never  to  cenfure 
the  unitarians,  if  he  had  thought  them  to  be  he- 
retics ?  That  they  cxifted  in  his  time^  there 
never  was  a  doubt,  except  what  is  juft  ftarted  in 
this  laft  publication  of  yours.  It  can  only  be 
accounted  for  on  the  fuppofition  that  he  himfelf, 
as  well  as  the  afjoftle  John,  were  unitarians,  and 
that  they  had  no*  idea  of  any  herejies  befides  thofe 
of  the  different  kinds  of  Gnoftics. 

•  Pearfon  fays,  that  Ignatius  refers  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Ebionites  in  his  epiftj^  to  Polycarp, 
and  in  thofe  to  the.Ephefians,  the  Magnefians, 
and  the  Philadelphians ;  but  I  find  no  fuch  re- 
ferences in  them,  except  perhaps  two  paflages 
which  may  eafily  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  al- 
tered;  becaufe,  when  correfted  by  an  unitarian, 
nothing  is  wanting  to  the  evident  purpofc  of  the 
E  3  writer-, 
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writer  i  whereas  his  cenfures  of  the  Gnoftics  arc 
frequent  and  copious  •,  fo  that  no  perfon  can  pre- 
tend to  leave  them  out,  without  materially  in- 
juring the  epiftles. 

Bcfidcs,  there  are  in  thefe  epiftles  of  Ignatius, 
feveral  things  that  are  unfavourable  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  divinity  of  Chrift.  Thus  to  the 
Ephefians,  he  fays,  fedt  v.  "  How  much  more 
**  mull:  I  think  you  happy  who  are  fo  joined  to 
"  him  [the  bilhop]  as  the  church  is  to  Jcfu? 
*^  Chrift,  and  Jefus  Chrift  to  the  Father,  that  fq 
**  all  things  may  agree  in  the  fame  unity/*  To 
the  Magncfians,  fcft.  vii.  he  fays,  ♦^  As  therefore 
'*  the'  Lord  did  nothing  without  the  Fathcr,i 
^'  being  unUe4  to  him,  neither  by  himfelf  nor 
<«  yet  by  his  apoftlcs ;  fo  neither  do  ye  any  thing 
^^  without  your  biftiop  and  prefbytcrs.** 

What  this  excellent  man  faid  when  he  appearec] 
before  the  Emperor  Trajan,  was  the  language  of 
an  unitarian.  "  You  err,"  he  faid  "  in  that  you" 
**  call  the  evil  fpirits  of  the  heathens,  gods.  For 
^'  there  is  but  one  God,  who  made  heaven  ancjj 
"  earth,  and  the  fea,  and  all  that  are  i!i  them  ; 
'^  and  one  Jefus  Chrift,  his  only  begotten  Son, 
"  whofe  kingdom  may  I  enjoy,"   Wake,  p.  131^ 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER        VI. 

Of  the  fentiments  of  Jujiin  Martyr^  Iretiifus^  and 
Clemens  jflexanJrinus,  concerning  Herefy. 

Rev.  Sir, 

TF  after  what  I  have  feen  in  your  Charge^  and  in 
thcfc  Letters,  I  could  be  furprized  at  any  thing 
you  fay  on  thcfe  fubjefts,  it  would  be  at  your  fo 
confidently  maintaining,  p.  79.  that  Juftin  Mar- 
tyr had  a  view  to  the  unitarians  in  thofe  accounts 
of  ierejy  in  general^  which  I  quoted  from  him  ;  ' 
when  any  perfon,  with  a  fmall  portion  of  that 
reading  of  which  you  pretend  to  fo  much,  muft 
know  that  every  word  and  phrafe  in  thofe  ac- 
counts, efpecially  the  charge  of  pride^  atbeifm^ 
and  blafpbemy^  is  appropriated  to  the  Gnoftics, 
gnd  the  Gnoftics  only.  I  muft  take  the  liberty 
to  fay,  that  you  know  nothing  at  all  of  the  an- 
cient ecclefiaftical  writers,  if  you  can  imagine 
that  the  unitarians  are  ever  defcribed  by  them  in 
this  nrjanner.  I  am  even  aftiamed  to  argue  with 
any  man  who,  if  he  has  read  the  ^arly  fathers  at 
all,  has  read  them  to  fo  little  purpofe. 

To  me  it  is  indifputably  clear, .  that  Juftin 
Martyr  confidered  no  other  clafs  of  perfons  as 
licretics,  unfit  to  have  communion  with  chrif- 
:ians,  but  thje  Gnoftics  only.  Let  any  reafon- 
(ble  man  but  compare  thefe  paflages  in  which  he 
'     E  4  cenfures 
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cenfures  the  Gnoftic3  with  fo  much  fcvcrity, 
with  thofe  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  the  unitarians 
(in  which  I  ftill  am  of  opinion  he  makes  an  apo- 
logy to  them  for  his  own  principles,  but  which 
certainly  imply  no  cenfurc)  and  I  think  he  can- 
not but  conclude  with  me,  that  unitarianifm  was 
confidcred  in  thofe  times  in  a  very  different  light 
from  what  it  was  afterwards,  and  is  now, 

Juftin  alfo  particularly  mentions  his  having  no  ob^ 
jedlion  to  hold  communion  \vith  thofe  Jewilh  chrif'« 
tians  who  obferved  the  law  of  M(^fes,  provided  they 
did  not  impofe  it  upon  others.  Dial.  p.  23*.     No^ 
who  could  thofe  be,  but  Jewifh  unitarians  ?    fof"* 
agreeable  to  the  evidence  of  all  anticjuity,  all  tb^ 
Jewilh  chriftians  were  fuch. 

It  is  truly  remarkable,  and  may  not  have  ber^ 
obferved^ by  you,  as  indeed  it  was  not  by  mjT^ 
fclf  till  very  lately,  that  Irenasus,  who  has  writte-^^ 

•  This  circumftance  may  throw  fome  light  on  the  pafla^  * 
in  Jerom,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionitcs  as  anathematize  ^ 
folelyon  account  of  their  adherence  to  the  jewilh  Jaw.    Tl^  ^ 
Ebionites,  at  lead  many  of  them,  would  have  impofed  the  yok  '^ 
of  the  Jewifli  law  upon  the  Gentile  chriftians,  they  would  na^l 
communicate  with  thofe  who  were  not  circumcifed»  ^nd  of  cour^^'^* 
thefe  could  not  communicate  with  them  ;  fo  they  were  neccflarilS^^ 
in  a  (late  of  excommunication  with  refpeft  to  each  other.    Thi  -^ 
would  alfo  be  the  cafe  with  the  Cerinthians  as  well  as  the  Ebio — '  ^ 
nites,  and  therefore  Jerom  mentions  them  together,  the  feparatio^^  ' 
of  communion,  with  refpeft  to  both  ariiing  from  the  obicrvanc^'^ 
of  the  law  of  Mofes  5  though  Jerom  might  write  unguardedly""^^ 
as  he  often  did,  in  confounding  the  cafe  of  the  Cerinthiin-  -^^ 
fo  much  ^s  he  here  does  with  that  of  the  Ebionitei, 
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fo  large  a  work  on.the  fubjc6t  of  hercfy,  after  the 
time  of  Juftin,  and  in  a  country  where  it  is  pn^bable 
there  were  fewer  unitarians,  again  arid  a^ain  cha- 
racterizes them  in  fuch-a  manner,  as  makes  it  evi* 
dent,  that  even  be  did  not  confider  any  other  pcr- 
fons  as  being  properly  heretics  befides  the  Gnoftics. 
He  exprefles  a  great  diflike  of  the  Ebionices ;  but 
though  be  appears  to  have  known  none  of  them 
befides  thofe  who  denied  the  miraculous  conception, 
he  never  calls  them  heretics.  I  had  thought  that 
in  one  palTage  he  had  included  them  in  thatappella* 
tion;  but  obferving  that  in  his  introduction,  and 
other  places,  in  which  he  Ipeaks  of  heretics  in  general^ 
he  evidently  meant  the  Gnoftics  onl j%  and  could  not 
carry  his  views  any  farther,  I  was  led  to  reconfider 
that  particular  palTage,  and  I  found  that  I  had  been 
{iiiftaken  in  my  conltruCtion  of  it. 

**  All  heretics,"  he  fays,  ^'  being  untaught  and  ig* 
•'  norant  of  the  difpenfations  of  God,  and  efpeially 
^*  of  that  which  relates  to  man,  as  being  blind  with  re- 
*•  fpeft  to  the  truth,  oppofe  their  own  iklvacion;  feme 
••  introducing  another  father  befides  the  maker  of 
•*  the  world,  others  faying  that  the  world  and  the 
•*  matter  of  it  was  made  by  angels,'*  &cc.  and  after 
mentioning  other  fimilar  opinif;ns,  he  adds,  <<  others 
•«  not  knowing  the  difpenfation  of  the  virgin,  fay 
•«  that  he  (Jefus)  was  begotten  by  Jofeph.  Some 
•*  lay  that  neither  the  foul  nor  the  body  can  receive 
••  eternal  life,  but  the  internal  man  only*,'''i.  e. 
that  they  denied  the  refurredtion. 

*  Indodli  omnei  heretic!,  et  ignorantes  dirpofitiones  Dei, 
tt  infcii  ejus  qux  eft  fecundum  homtnem  difpenfation  is,  quippe 

cxcuticntes 
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Now.  as  CerinthuSj  and  Qirpocrates^  and  otbff 
Gnoftics,  denied  the  miracolous  conoepdoDt  at  w^ 
as  the  Ebionites,  and  all  the  reft  of  this  defcripcfa^^ 
both  before  and  after  this  circumftanoe,  evidenc^f 
bebngs  to  the  Gnoftics  only,  and  as  in  no 
place  whatever-  does  he  comprehend  diem  in 
definition  olberejy^  it  is  natural  to  conclude  that 
had  no  view  to  them  even  here,  but  only  to- 
Gnoftics,  who,  in  common  with  them,  denied  i 
miraculous  concepdon:     If  there  be  any  other  ] 
fage  in  Irenasus  in  which  he  calls,  or  feems  to 
the  Ebionites  bertties^  I  have  overlooked  it. 
Ebionites  were  Jews,  aiid  had  no  communion 
the  Gentiles,  at  leaft  that  appears;   and 
fays  nothing  at  all  of  the  unitarians  amoi^ .  I 
Gentiks,  who  generally  believed  the  miraculoui  < 
ception,  though,  as  appears  from  other  evic 
they  conftituted  the  great  mafs  of  the  unlc 
cbriftians. 

Clemens  Alexandrinus  makes  frequent  menrior*^ 
of  heretics,  and  expreffes  as  much  abhorrence  oW^  * 
them  as  Juftin  Martyr  does  -,  but  it  is  evident, 
in  all  the  places  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  them, 
idea  of  herefy  was  confined  to  Gnofticifm.  He  ooo- 

c^CQtientfs  circa  Teritatem,  ipfi  fus  contradicunt  falotL  AS^^ 
quidcm  aiterum  introducentes  prxter  demiurgum  pau^ih*  Aii^^  ^ 
aucem  ab  angelis  quibufdam  dicen'tes  fadlum  eife  mandaiPf^^- 
et  fubftaniiam  ejus,  &c.  Alii  autcm  rurfus  ignorantea  Virginii^^' 
difpenfationem,  ex  Jofeph  dicunt  eum  generatum*  Et  qoidam  -^ 
quidcm  neque  an  imam  fuam  neque  corpus  recipere  pefle  dicaqC^^ 
acternam  vitam,  fed  untum  hominem  interiorem.  Lib.  V.  — ** 
cap.  xlx.  p,  429, 

fidew     ^ 
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liders  it  as  an  anfwer  to  all  heretics  to  prove  that 
^  there  is  one  God,  the  almighty  Lord,  who  was 
*•  preached  by  the  law  and  the  prophets,  and  alfo 
*«  in  the  blefled  gofpel*.*'  He  alfo  fpcaks  of  herefy 
as  "  borrowed  from  a  barbarous  philofophy  •/'  and 
lays  of  heretics,  that  ^*  though  they  fay  there  is  one 
**  God,  and  Gng  hymns  to  Chrift,  it  was  not  accord* 
^*  iog  to  truth ;  for  that  they  introduced  another  God, 
•^  and  fuch  aChrift  as  the  prophets  had  not  foretold/* 
Strom.  Lib.  VL  p.  675.  See  alfo  p.  542.  662. 
He  likewife  fpeaks  of  heretics  in  general,  as  having 
m  high  opinion  of  their  own  knowledge,  om^if 
yfaffsaf  tixntpolav .  Strom.  Lib. VII.  p.  754.  He  callg 
diem  J'o^i(ro^o'h  men  who  think  that  they  have  found  the 
truth,  p.  755.  and  v^o  y^o^offopiAmniffjupoi,  elated  with 
a  conceit  of  their  knowledge,  p.  759.  He  fays  that 
'^  herefy  beg^  in  the  tirpe  of  Adrian,"  when  it  is 
well  known  that  BafiUdes,  and  the  mod  diftin* 
guifhed  of  the  Gnoftics  made  their  appearance, 
Strom  Lib.  VII.  p.  764*  He  fays  the  heretics 
went  by  different  names,  as  thofe  of  Valentinus, 
Marcion,  and  Bafilides,  mentioning  none  but 
Gnoilics,  p.  765.  It  may  only  be  conjeftured 
ihat  he  meant  the  Ebionites  by  the  Peratict,  enume- 
rated by  him  among  thofe  who  had  their  denomin^^* 
tipn  from  the  place  pf  their  refidence.  But  this  is 
the  only  paflagc  in  which  the  word  occurs.  He  never 
includes  the  Gentile  unitarians  among  heretics,  and 
^vcn  your  great  authority,  Moflieim,  allows  (what 

fjLAKAfi^  iMAyyihi^  yvti9'iai  K^K\1fvyuiVQy,     Strom.  Lib. VI. 

indc?C 
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indeed  he  could  not  deny)  that  the  unitarians  ^ved 
in  communion  with  the  catholic  church  in  the  earljr 
agc8. 

As  the  (IriA  Ebionites'  hdd  no  commimiaii 
with  the  Gentile  cfariftians»  it  is  very  poffible  dot 
Clemens  Alezandrinus  might  infert  them  in  ai 
logue  of  heretics,  and  allude  to  them  under  the  i 
of  Peratici^  without  intending  any.  cenfure  Jttf  cfaor 
do&rine  with  refpeft  to  Chrift.  Befides,  this  w«  m 
name  given  them,  as  he  &ys,  from  their  place  of  ie« 
fidence,  and  therefore  did  not  include  the  unitarians 
among  the  Genules. 


It  is  clear  to  me  from  the  attendon  thatXi 
lately  given  to  this  fubjed:,  that  even  long  aftor  the 
doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  eftabUflied 
by  councils,  and  the  decrees  of  emperors,  the  otaQ* 
mon  people  were  well  known  to  believe  nothing  of 
the  matter  ;  and  yet,  if  they  made  no  difturbancr^ 
and  did  not  think  proper  to  feparate  from  the  com- 
munion of  the  orthodox  themfelves,  they  were  not 
excommunicated.  This  may  be  inferred  from  the 
paflage  which  I  quoted  from  Athanafius;  but  of 
which  you  have  taken  no  notice,  from  which  it  ap- 
pears that  the  unitarians  were  the  oi  «^;iaoj,  ibi 
many.  Ih  the  time  of  Tertullian  they  were  the 
major  pars  credentium^  tht  greater  pari  of  bdiiVirsi 
and  in  the  time  of  Origen  they  were  the  to  rnhn^Q-^ 
ihe  muUitude^  and  the  ta  v^n^n  the  multitudes. 
I  am,  &c. 

LETTER 
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LETTER        VIL 
Of  the  State  cfHerefy  in  the  time  of^ertullian. 

Rev.  Sir* 

TOOTHING  c::n  well  be  more  evident  than 
that  TertuUian  rcprefcnts  the  great  body  of 
unlearned  chriftia^s  in  his  time  as  unitarians^  and 
even  holding  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  in  great 
abhorrence.  It  is  hardly  poffiblc,  in  any  form  of 
words,  to  defcribe  this  ftatc  of  things  more  clearly 
than  he  does.  Indeed,  with  refpecft  to  this  you 
are  pleafed  to  make  fome  conccffion,  though  by 
no  means  fuch  as  the  cafe  requires. 

"  I  muft  confefs.  Sir,"- you  fay,  p. 74.  «*  here 
«*  feems  to  be  a  complaint  againft  the  unlearned 
"  chriftians,  as  in  general  unfavourable  to  the  tri- 
"  nitarian  doctrine  \'  but  you  add,  ^^  the  com^ 
•*  plaint  is  of  your  own  raifing.  TertuUian  will 
««  vouch  but  for  a  fmall  part  of  it.  Simple  per^ 
*^fonSy  fays  TertuUian  (not  to^all  them  ignorant 
•*  and  ideots)  who  always  make  the  majority  of  be* 
•^  lievers,  becaufe  the  rule  of  faith  it felf  carries  us 
^  away  from  the  many  gods  of  the  heathens,  to  the 
««  one  true  God ;  not  underftanding  that  one  God  ifi 
*'  indeed  to  be  believed^  but  with  an  oeconomv  (or 
*•  arrangement)  fiartle  at  the  aconomy.  They  take 
•*  //  for  granted  that  the  number  and  diffofition  of 
"  the  trinity  is  a  divifion  of  the  unity.    They  pretend 

"  that 
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*'  fbat  two  J  and  even  three  are  preached  iy  us^  and 
*^  imagine  that  theyjhem/elva  arethewerfeifpers  ef 
*'  one  God.  We^  tbeyfaj^  hold  the  monarchy,  ha^ 
^^  tins  have  caught  up  the  word  bion  arcim  Ay  Greds 
^^  will  not  underfiand  obconomia.  Let  our  ao- 
*<  chor's  words  be  thus  exadly  rendered^  and  yoa 
*<  will  find  in  them  neither  complaint»  nor  ac<- 
•*  knowlcdgment,  of  a  general  prevalence  of 
''  the  unitarian  doftrine  among  chriftiank  of  any 
*<  rank.  TertuUian  alleges^  that  what  creffic  it 
*<  obtained  was  only  with  the  illiterate^  nor  mth 
"  all  the  illiterate,  but  only  thofe  who  were  igno- 
"  rant,  and  ftupid  in  the  extreme.  To  predude 
*^  the  plea  of  numbers,  he  remarks,  that  the  illite* 
**  rate  will  always  make  the  majority  of  believcnL' 
^*  Somejimple  people,  he  fays,  take  alarm  at  the 
*<  notion  of  a  plurality  of  perfons  in  the  unity  of 
*'  the  godhead.*' 

Here,  Sir,  I  complain  of  two  grofs  mifrepre* 
fentations  of  your  author,  the  firft  rcfpefts  the 
number  of  thefe  fimple  people,  and  the  fecond  the 
degree  of  their  fimplicity,  or  as  you  call  it ^fiupg-* 
dity.  Whoever  TertuUian  meant  by  the  Jimpiices 
and  the  idiot^y  for  any  thing  that  appears,  he 
meant  the  whole '  body  of  them.  His  language 
is  general,  and  unlimited,  and  therefore  you  arc 
altogether  unwarranted  in  your  limitation  of  it 
to  fome  of  them.  I  really  wonder  at  your  aflurance 
in  this.  I  am  far  from  conftruing  TertuUian 
rigoroufly,  and  am  ready  to  allow  that  fome  of 
thtk  Jimplices  and  idiots  might  profcfs  to  believe 

the 
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the  doArinc  of  the  trinity,  though  he  fays  no-* 
thing  of  it  s  but  making  all  reafonable  deduftions 
on  this  account,  he  aflerts  a  palpable  falfehoody 
and  againft  himfelf,  if  a  very  great  majority  of 
thefc  Jimplices  and  idiots  were  not  unitarians. 
On  the  whole,  it  is  impoflible  not  to  infer  frona 
this  paffage,  that,  in  the  time  of  Tertullian,  the 
great  body  of  unlearned  chriftians  were  unita- 
rians, and  that  they  were  fo  in  part  from  their 
conltruftion  of  the  regula  fideiy  or  the  creed,  to 
which  they  gave  their  affent  at  baptifm.  They 
even  regarded  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  with 
horror,  as  nothing  lefs  than  idolatry,  enjoining 
the  worfhip  of  more  gods  than  one.  Common 
fcnfe  can  put  no  other  conftrudtion  on  this  paf- 
fage, and  Tertullian  is  far  from  being  fmgular 
in  this  acknowledgment.  It  is  made  in  diflPer- 
cnt  modes  by  feveral  of  the  fathers,  even  later 
ihan  the  age  of  Tertullian. 

In  the  next  place,  I  complain  of  the  degree  of 
fimplicity,  or,  as  you  call  it,  ftupidity  with  which 
you  charge  thefe  unitarians.  Tertullian  calls 
thtm  idiots,  which  you  render  ideois,  and  this  you 
have  the  alTurance  to  call  an  exa^  tranjlation.  You 
fay,  p.  91.  that  I.confult  only  ih^  ordinary  lexicons. 
Pray,  Sir,  in  what  lexicon  or  didionary,  ordinary 
or  extraordinary,  did  you  find  this  fenfe  of  the 
term-  idiotdy  in  Latin,  or  iS'uflni  in  Greek  ?  Can 
you  produce  any  paflage  in  an  ancient  writer 
in  which  the  word  has  that  meaning  ?  I  will  ven- 
ture to  fay  that  it  properly  fignifies  an  unlearned 
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maUj  or  a  pcrfon  who  has  not  had  a  learned  or 
liberal  education.  But  fuch  perfons  may  have 
as  good  fenfe  as  thofe  who  have  had  that  advan- 
tage, and  may  judge  m  truly  concerning  the 
great  principles  of  religion  as  the  mod  learned 
The  doclrine  of  one  God,  or  two  Gods^  require* 
no  knowledge  of  the  learned  languages,  and  you* 
Sir  J  perhaps  would  have  underftood  chriftianitf 
no  worfe,  if  you  had  never  heard  of  the  Parmmdis, 

It  is  mdft  natural  to  interpret  the  language  of 
any  writer  by  the  ufe  of  it  tn  olher  writers  of  the 
lame  ^ge,  charader,  and  profeffion*  Now  the 
tranflator  of  Ircn^us  certainly  trfes  the  word 
idkia  {tiiilH,  no  doubt,  in  the  original  Greek) 
for  an  unkarned  man,  without  the  leaft  reference 
To  any  weaknefs  of  underftanding.  Speaking  of 
the  heretics,  who  boafted  of  their  knowledge,  he 
fays,  lib.  V.  cap.  xx-  "  Non  contemplantes  quanto 
**  pluris  fit  idioca  religiofus  a  blafphcmo  et  im- 
**  pudente  fophilla  :  Not  confidering  how  much 
*'  better  is  a  religious  and  unlearned  man,  than  x 
**  blafphemous  and  impious  fophift.*'  Certainlf 
you  Would  not  render  it  a  religious  idect,  for  ideots 
fire  incapable  of  religion.  From  the  klajfbewj 
here  afcribed  to  heretics,  who  wereGnoftics,  yoti 
may  alfo  take  a  hint  for  the  right  underftanding 
of  the  quotation  from  Juftin. 

Theodoret,  in  his  explanation  of  i  Cor.  xiy.  |6. 
fays,  that  "  by  ii^itlwf  was  meant  a  layman^  be- 
**  caufc  it  is  the  cuftom  to  call  thofe  iiTioJci  who 

"  were 
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"  were  not  engaged  in  war;*'  nieaning,  perhaps, 
"  thofe  who  had  no  public  employments."  Ope- 
ra, vol.  III.  p.  191* 

Our  tranflator^  of  the  New  Teftament  had  a 
very  different  idea  from  yours  of  the  meaning  of 
the  word  kT/wJu^ .  For  in  A6ts  iv.  13.  we  read  that 
when  Peter  and  John  were  examined  before  the 
High  Pricft,  and  his  kiadred,  "  they  wondered  at 
*'  their  boldnefs,  becaufe  they  perceived  them  to 
*'  be  i<ri«1ct/  j'*  but  it  is  not  rendered  tdeotSy  which 
would  have  been  abfurd  enough,  but  unlearned 
and  ignorant  men.  In  i  Cor.xiv.  the  word  occurs 
three  times,  and  is  always  tranflated  unlearned; 
and  in  2  Con  xi.  6.  Paul  calls  himfclf  i</'i«7w,  and 
he  could  not  he  fuppofed  to  have  called  himfclf 
M  ide^f.     It  is  there  rendered  rude. 

One  of  your  proofs,  p.  83.  that  unitarianifm 
was  profcribed  in  the  primitive  church  in  the 
time  of  TcrtuUian,  is  his  faying  that  tlie  regula 
fdei  in  his  treatife  de  Prafcripthne  was  the  belief 
of  all  chriftians.  But  every  writer,  if  we  wi(h 
not  to  cavil,  but  to  underftand  his  reaj  meaning, 
muft  be  interpreted  in  a  manner  confident  with 
ISmielfi  It  is  a  degree  of  candotir  that  is  due  ^o 
all  writers  \  and  what  you  ftrongly  plead  for  in 
the  cafe  of  Eufebius.  Now,  concerning  ii^hat  wc 
ngw  call  ibe  apoftles  creed,  TertuUian  expreffes  him^ 
felf  in  fuch  a  manner  (in  his  treatife  de  Firginibus 
F€laMdis)zs  gives  us  clearly  to  underftand  that  this 
ma$  all  diat  was  neceflfary  to  the  faith  of  a  chrif- 

F  tian* 
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tian.  This  creed  might  be  fubfcribcd  by  znfy 
unkarian  who  believed  the  miraculous  concep-i 
tion.  The  other  creeds  therefore^  which  is  noc,^ 
the  apoftlesj  muft  be  his  own  comment  or  expo-! 
fition  of  the  proper  regulafidii^  or  creed  (and  in»1 
deed  it  has  all  the  appearance  of  a  comment,  af 
may  be  feerr  by  the  companion)  and  all  that  wc 
can  conckid'e  from  it,  is  that  it  contains  his  own 
opinton,  which  is  well  known  from' his  wriclngf 
in  general.  \ 

To  prove  that  the  regufa  fidei  irt  the  treatifeir* 
Pr^/cripii&m  was  the  belief  of  all  chriftians  in  that 
age,  you  muft  prove  that  it  was  the  creed  that  all 
chriftians  gave  their  aflent  to  ;  and  this  affent  was 
only  given  at  the  time  of  baptifm.  But  that  n* 
gula  fidti  (which  fuppofes  the  pre-exiftence  q( 
Chrift)  is  no  where  to  be  found  but  in  this  particu- 
lar paffagc  in  the  writings  of  Tertullian  j  whereat 
that  which  is  called  $kt  ap^Jiks  creid  is,  with 
fome  variations,  frequently  mentioned,  and  i^ 
known  to  have  been  the  only  creed  that  wasufci 
at  baptifm  in  the  time  of  Tcrtulliani  and  long 
afterwards,  • 

That  TcrtuUian  alluded  to  none  but  the  Gnof' 
rics  ia  the  regulajidei  of  his  treatife  de  Pr^fcrip' 
ficm  is  evident  from  every  daufe  in  it,  and  frorJ' 
the  obje£t  of  the  work>  which  refpefts  the  Gnof^ 
tics  only,  the  unitarians  being  only  occafionallj 
and  flightly  mentioned  in  it.  Though,  thcr^* 
forcj  a  fingle  feature  in  this  account  is  fouid  i^ 
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rfic  imitanans,  as  well  as  in  the  Gnoftics,  it  is  the 
whle  cbaraB^r  that  wc  are  to  attend  tO|  and  not 
that  feature  in  particular. 

In  all  other  places  in  which  1  have  found  Ter- 
tullian  to  fpeak  of  berefy  in  gemraly  it  is  moil  evi- 
dent that  his  ideas  went  no  farther  than  to  the 
opinions  of  the  Gnoftics,  except  that  he  once 
calls  Hebion  a  heretic,  and  then  he  exprefsly 
makes  his  herefy  to  confiil  in  his  obferyance  of 
the  Jewifh  ritual*. 

"  Hercfies,"  he  fays>  "  do  not  differ  from 
**  idolatry,  having  the  fame  author,  and  the  fame 
'*  work  with  idolaters  j  for  that  they  make  an- 
"  other  God  againft  the  creator ;  or,  if  they  ac- 
V  knowledge  one  creator,  they  difcourfe  of  him 
*'  in  a  manner  different  from  the  truth  |.  Here- 
"tics,**  he  fays,  "  deny  that  God  is  to  be 
**  feared  J",  which  agrees  with  his  faying  that 
**  the  heathen  philofophers  were  the  patriarchs 
**of  hcrcfy§,"  for  they  held  that  doftrine;  but  it 
Was  very  remote  from  any  thing  that  is  ever  laid 
to  the  charge  of  the  unitarians. 

*  Ad  Galttas  fcribens  invehltur  in  obfervatores  et  defenfbres 
drcvnidfioois  ^t  legis.  Hebioois  hxrefis  eH.  De  Praef.  f.  xxxiii. 
F«  214. 

t  Neqae  ab  idolatria  diftare  hserefes,  cum  et  audoris  et  operis 
Qofikm  fiot  ci^Qs  et  idolatria*  De^m  auc  fingunt  alium  ad- 
^^os  creatorem*  aac  ii  anicum  creatorem  confitentur^  aliter 
^<>oi  diflerunt  quam  in  vero.    De  Prasfcriptione,  f.  XL.  Opera 

t  Negaat  deom  tixnendum.    De  Prsef.  f.  xtiii.  p.  218. 
i  Hzreiicorum  patriarchs  philofophi.    Ad.  Herm.  f.  viii. 
P-  236. 

F  2  "  Heretics/' 
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^ 


*'  Heretics,'^  he  fays, "  affociatcd  witli  the  nu^ 
•*  with  fortunc-tclkrs,  with  aUrologerSj  with  phi* 
^*  lofophen ;  being  actuated  by  a  principle  of 
^*  curiofity  ;  fo  thai  thet^uaUty  of  their  faith  niiy 
<*  be  judged  of  from  their  manner  of  life  i  for 
**  difciplme  h  the  index  of  dodrinc*," 


itifl 


The  whole  of  this  account  b  inconCftcoc  wr 
Tcrtullian's  conridtring  unitarians  as  heretics,  but 
much  more  is  his  laying,  that  '*  the  Valentinians 
u  ^.^^^  ^^^  j^pft  numerous  of  all  the  hereoest/' 
and  diat  "  the  heretics  had  nothing  to  do  with  th^ir 
^*  difciplinc.  Their  want  of  communion,*'  he  fejS| 
**  fhews  that  tliey  are  foreign  to  us  J."  Far  it  is 
moft  evident  that  thofe  whom  he  calls  JimpUces  and 
idiot  a  y  were  ranked  by  him  among  the  credent  esj  or 
hiievers.  They  were  even  the  major  pars  credentium^ 
though  unitarians^  and  holding  the  dodrine  of  the 
trinity  in  abhorrence. 

Let  any  peifon  judge  from  the  whole  of  this,  If 
k  muft  not  have  been  inconfideratr,  at  Icaft^  in  Ter- 

*  Notati  etiam  fant  commercia  hxreticomm  cam  migiSp 

^uam  plunbus,  cum  circuhtoribus,  cum  aftrologis,  c«ni  pliil(j- 
fop  his,  curioJiEati  feilicct  dcdjns.-*--^Adeo  et  de  getiere  con- 
vcifatiDnis  quaticai  £dei  ^ellitnari  poteA:  dofbin^  index  dif- 
ciplitia  eft*    De  PrjEfcriptione,  f,  xlUL  p.  218. 

t  Val^nttniani  frcquentifHrnEtm  plani  collegium  inter  l«re^ 

tkos.    Ad<  Valcni,  f*  i,  p,  250, 

X  Hscrecici  autem  nullum  habent  confcirtiuiii  nolb*3  difci-' 
I»tinx»  quo5  cxirancaus  utiqae  tetkcur  ipfa  Ademptio  comma* 
nkatioBiSf    De  Baptiiiao,  f.  xv.  p»  23.0. 

culfiaoy 
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ian,  and  inconfiftent  with  himfelf,  to  call  thofc  per* 
>  heretics,  who  could  not  fubfcribe  to  that  form  of 
creed  which  includes  the  article  of  pre-exiftence, 
which  was  notaflenccd  to^at  bapcifm. 

TertuUian  alfo  recites  the  articles  of  the  creed  in 
ird  fornix  in  his  book  againft  Praxeas.  But  as 
ie  former  he  evidently  had  a  view  to  the  Gnoftics 
r,  fo  in  this*  he  had  a  view  to  the  opinions  of 
ceasy  whom  he  was  refuting.  This,  therefore, 
/ell  as  the  other,  though  delivered  in  the  form 
creed,  and  faid  to  be  held  by  all  chriftians,  can 
^  be  confidered  as  his  own  comment  upon 
md  as  containing  his  own  opinion.  It  is  as 
)ws: 

We  believe  in  one  God,  but  under  that  difpen- 
tion  which  we;  call  the  acononrf  \  (b  that  there  is 
fo  a  fon  of  tlus  one  God,  his  word,  who  proceeded 
om  him,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  and 
ithout  whom  nothing  was  made  that  was  made ; 
tat  he  was  fent  by  the  Father  into  a  virgin,  and 
:  her  born  man  and  God,  the  fon  of  man,  and 
te  fon  of  Gdd,  and  called  Jefus  Chrii^ ;  that  he 
iffered,  died,  and  was  buried,  according  to  the 
ripcures ;  that  he  was  raifed  by  the  Father,  and 
ken  up  into  heaven ;  that  he  fits  at  the  right*- 
md  of  the  Father,  and  will  come  to  judge  the 
f\n%  and  the  dead  ;  who  thence,  according  to 
I  promile,  &nt  from  the  Father  the  holy  fpirit, 
e  comforter^  and  the  fan£i:ifier  of  the  faith  of 
F  3  *^  thofc 


cfall  cbriftiansj  unmixed  with  any  peculiar o| 
of  Tertqllian's  own,  in  the  treatife  di  Vk, 
Velandis^  in  which  he  is  not  oppofing  «r/^ 
beteroi&xy^  but  fimply  fai$b  to  prgffia. 

I  am  really  furprized  that  you  (hould  lay  fi 
ilrefs  on  the  tcftimony  of  TertuHian,  admil 
to  be  clear  and  uniform,  which  it  is  ^  front 
and  alfo  on  that  of  Eufebius,  with  refpe^ 
general  faith  of  chriftians  even  in  their  own 
and  tfWKh  more  in  times  preceding  them;  1 
is  fo  common  for  men  to  reprefent  the  opiii 
thofe  whom  they  efteem  as  the  fame  with  dit 
Every  man  (hould  be  heard  with  caudoa  « 

^^  Unkam  quidem  deam  crediini|«,  fub  kac  tapifi 
fatione  qoam  QBConomiam  dicimus,  nt  pnici  ^tifix 
fenno  i^fius,  qni  ex  ipfo  proceiTerit,  per  qaem  oninm  ^ 
et  fine  qno  iMum  eft  niliil ;  hone  miflbm  t  ptcit  ia^j 
et  ex  et  natpm  hoaunem  et  dev|n,  filiom  hfxmini|Ot# 
et  cogpominatum  JefoBi  Chriftam.  Hanc  paflaqu  h\ 
tuom,  et  fepaltairi,  iecandom  fcripturasr  et  time. 
pttre,  et  in  cidot  refanptoin,  federe  ad  dextnrin  ^ 
turam  jodicaic  vivos  et  moitiios.  qni  exinde  miferit,  f 
promiffionem  faain,  a  patre  ipiiitum  faoduiDf  nai 
fandificatorem  fidei  eoram  qat  credunt  in  patrem  et 
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f>raires  himfelf ;  and  what  he  lays  in  one  place 
ihould  be  compared  with  what  he  fays  in  another, 
4ind  efpecially  what  he  drops,  as  it  were,  accident* 
ally,  and  when  he  was  off  his  guard.  As  I  faid  be- 
fore, "  their  evidence  in  thefe  cafes  is  not  to  be  re- 
*^  garded,  unlc&  they  bring  fgme  fufHcient  proof  of 
*«  chcir  aflertions/' 

Had  TerlulKan,  Origen,  and  others,  thought 
tnore  highly  of  the  common  people  than  they  did,  we 
fhould  probably  never  have  known  from  them  what 
•their  opinions  were.  But  happily  for  us,  they 
thought  meanly  of  them,  and,  without  being  aware 
of  the  ufe  and  value  of  the  information,  have  given 
•us  fufficient  lights  into  this  very  important  circum- 
ilance  in  the  hiflory  -of  their  times.  But  in  this,  as 
well  as  in  feveral  ^ther  refpe6b«,  you,  Sir,  have  been 
led  into  ieveral  miftakes  through  your  ignorance  of 
human  nature ;  the  knowledge  of  which,  and  a  due 
attention  to  it,  would  have  been  of  much  more  for- 
vice  to  you  in  thefe  enquiries,  than  your  knowledge 
of  Greeks  in  which,  however,  I  do  not  perceive  that 
you  greatly  abound.  This  ignorance  of  human  nature 
appears  in  your  infilling,  p.  174,  that  if  I  adn^it  the 
evidence  of  EulebiiMs  for  the  ex^lence  of  the  Ebio- 
iiites  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles,  I  muft  admit  bit 
teftimony  to  their  condemnatiojQ  of  them. 

As  Theodotus  who  appeared  in  the  tinje  of 

Tertullian  is  called  a  heretic  in  tlie  ^pendix  to 

Tcrtullian's  book  De  Prafcriptiong  %    I  think  it 

probable  that*  after  his  excommunicatioAi  he  fonned 

jp  4  a  church 


7f  LETTERS      TO      THE 

a  church  of  pure  unitarians,  and  might  be  the  firft 
who  fet  up  a  feparate  place  of  worfhip  on  that 
account,  and  therefore  was  denominated  an  berUk 
in  the  original  Icnfe  of  that  word  ;  and  this  cir- 
cumftance  might  give  rife  to  the  opinion  that  he 
was  the  firft  who  taught  the  doilrioe- 

When  Eufebius  wrote  fo  as  evidcntljr  to  fuppofc 
that  the  Ebionites  exiftcd  in  the  time  of  the  ipoftks,    \ 
you  fay»  p.  173,  «*  I  confider  it  as  an  hafty  aJlertion  ^-1 
**  of  a  writer  over  zialous  to  overwhelm  his  adver-    1 
**  fary  by  authoritfes."     I  fufpect  that  he  may  have    " 
been   guilty  of  fomctbing  like  this,  when  he  faid 
that  1  heodotus  was  excommunicated  by  Vidor  on 
account  of  his  unitarian  principies.     That  he  wa5 
cxcomnniinicated  I  admit,  but  that  his   unitarian 
principles  was  the  fole  ground  of  his  excummuni-- 
cation*  I  have  feme  doubt,  confidcring  your  own 
idea  of  the  credit  of  the  witnefs,  which  indeed  i^ 
pretty  much  tlie  fame  as  my  own. 

I  am,  &c* 


rrir. 


^PETT^!^ 
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LETTER        VIIL 
Of  Origin's  idea  of  Herefy.  . 

Rev.  Sir, 

\J^  HAT  I  have  faid  concerning  Clemens 
Alexandrinus  and  TertulHan,  is  true  alfo  of 
Origeo,  and  thefe  writers  may  help  to  explain  each 
other.  No  man  took  more  pains  to  inculcate  the 
do6lrine  of  the  logos  than  Ori^en,  and  he  thought 
meanly  of  thofe  chriftians  who  did  not  adopt  it,  con- 
fidering  them  as  of  an  inferior  rank  ;  but  1  believe  he 
never  clafles  them  with  heretics  \  and  whenever  he 
fpeaks  of  heretics  in  general^  he,  as  well  as  all  pre- 
ceding writers,  evidently  had  a  view  to  theGnoftic^ 
only.  See  his  Commentary  on  Matt.  vol.  i.  p.  156, 
I59»  .212,  287,  475,  and  many  other  paffages  in 
his  writings^ 

In  his  treatife  entitled  Philofophumenay  which  is 
the  firfl:  of  his  books  againft  the  heretics,  it  \% 
evident  that  he  confiderednone  in  that  light  befides 
the  Gnoftics,  fee  p.  6.  8.  and  16.  of  that  work,  as 
publUhed  by  Wolfius,  at  Hamburg,  in  1706.    - 

In  one  place  he  evidently  confiders  the  unitarians 
and  heretics  feparately,  as  two  diftinft  clafles  of 
men ;  but  fuppofes  that  the  unitarians  confounded 
the  perfons  of  the  fathet  and  die  fon,  on  which 
account  they  were  called  Patripaffians.    But  not- ' 

withftanding 
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^khflandlng  the  evil  that  he  fays  of  them,  he  acknow* 
ledges  that  they  adhered  to  their  opiniun  as  thinking 
that  it  did  honour  to  Chrift,  as  on  other  occafions 
he  alcribcs  it  to  their  regard  to  the  one  true  God 
the  Father.  "  We  are  not,"  fays  he,  '^  to  confider 
•*  thofe  as  taking  the  part  of  Chrift  who  tliink 
♦*  falfdy  concerning  him,  out  of  an  idea  of  doing 
*^  him  honour.  Such  are  thofe  who  confound  the 
'*  tntenc<5t  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  diftinguifhing 
•'  their  fubftance  in  idea  and  name  only;  and  alfu 
**  the  heretics^  who,  out  of  a  dcfire  of  fpeaking 
**  magnificently  concerning  himj  carry  their  blaf- 
**  phcmy  very  hiy^Ii,  even  tn  the  maker  of  the 
*'  workij  are  not  on  hi&  fide*/' 

It  is  evident  to  me  that  in  the  time  of  Oilgen, 
viz*  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  the  dodrifflr 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  fo  Jar  from  bcins^ 
generally  received,  except  by  the  biftiops  and  the= 
more  learned  of  the  clergy,  that  it  was  confid  reel 
as  a  fublime  doflrine,  proper  indeed  for  perfaO^ 
who  had  made  advances  in  divine  knowledge,  b^^ 
not  adapted  to  the  vulgar,   who  were  content  wi'^ 
the  plain  dodlrine  of  Jefus  Chrift  and  him  crucifies -^i 

•  Ov  w/./f n^  y%f  uvM  vrt^  xluIh  th<  ta  •j^^t/iSf  ^p«ww^^f^ 
"rfAJifdi  '^  Toy  vto:\  T»  iTi  o;a  ^or«,  a^  To/^  cra^  atj,  J^tmifutmm^^^ 

70    tV    VTTOJtittHfJLl'oy  .    a^    01    ATO    TtiV    Ai^lVim^   C.Av\(WlA '^       ^ 

f^iyA\{t^^iAu%^poniV9  aJ'uiAviif  to  t/^^  ;.«'«rr€<,  ^ 

XAKGX  \iyov}t4  Tov  fnfjiivcyo;'^  ^k  t.'O'tf  VTif  Av}tf.   Commci^^^^'^ 
ui  Mm.  vol,  I.  p.  471. 

lookin,     ^ 
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looking  no  farther  than  to  his  humanity,  as  it  is 
delivered  in  the  gofpels  of  Matthew,  Mark,  and 
Luke.  John's  doftrine  of  the  logos  was  thought 
to  be  too  fublime  for  the  generality  of  Chriftians. 

"  No  one,*'  fays  Origen,  "  taught  the  divinity 
*'  of  Chrift  fo  clearly  as  John,  who  prefents  him 
**  to  us,  faying,  I  am  the  light  of  the  world, 
**  I  am  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life )  I  am  the 
"  refurreftion ;  I  am  the  gate  j  I  am  the  good 
**  fhepherd ;  and  in  the  Revelation,  I  am  the  a'pba 
*'  and  omegdy  the  beginning  and  the  end,  the  firft 
''  and  the  laft.  We  may  therefore  boldly  fay, 
'^  that  as  the  gofpels  are  the  firft  fruits  (or  moft 
**  excellent  part)  of  the  fcriptures,  fo  the  gofpel 
**  of  John  is  the  firft  fruits  of  the  gofpels  s  the 
**  fenfe  of  which  no  perfon  can  conceive  except 
**  he  who  reclines  on  the  breaft  of  Jefus,  and  who 
*'  can  receive  from  Jefus  his  mother  Mary,  and 
*^  make  her  his  own.  He  muft  be  another  John 
"  who  was  fliewn  by  Jefus  as  another  Jefus.  For, 
"  he  who  is  perfeft  does  not  himfcif  live,  but 
«'  Chrift  lives  in  him  j  and  fince  Chrift  lives  in 
"  him,  he  fays  to  Mary  concerning  him,  behold 
'*  thy  fon,  Chrift  himfelf  •/• 

"  This,*' 

g^  ItfdLmiji,  md^rL^n^Af  avIop  A«^©»7«e,  §y§t  ufAt  to  p«^  tv 
M^IAitf  ^y»  nut  V  cJ^ofj  3^  n  tt^fi^im,  J^n^mn.  %yt»  uiai  9 
«Lf«tr<e^K.  tyif  uya  n  •3c/pd»  tyt»  ufxt  o^^tfAtip  0  xcUof  •  t^ 

tV  T»  dTOXCtAl/^il,  iytf  UI4,t  TO  et3^To»,  n  AfiXjn  ^  70  TiA0<, 

0  ^fftfl©*  3^  0  fe^ttjd*.  To/^i^nliop    TGtrvf  i/ri/r  areufX^ 
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"ThiSj"  fays  he,  *^  we  oyght  to  underftand, 
"  that  as  the  law  was  a  fhadow  of  good  things 
"  to  comc>  fo  is  the  gofpel  as  it  is  underftood 
**  by  the  generality.  But  that  which  John  calls 
**  the  evitlafting  g^fp^h  and  which  may  be  niore 
. "  properly  called  the  fpirituah  inftnifts  the  in* 
**  telligent  very  clearly  concerning  the  Son  of 
"  God.  Wherefore  the  gofpel  muft  be  taugh? 
*^  both  corporeally  and  fpiritually ;  and  when  i| 
'^  is  neceflary  we  muft  preach  the  corporeal  gof- 
^^  pelj  faying  to  the  carnal  that  we  know  nothing 
*^  but  Jefus  Chrjft  and  him  crucified*  But  whea 
*'  perfons  are  found  confirmed  in  the  fpirit,  bring- 
**  ing  forth  fruits  in  it,  and  in  love  with  heavenly 
**  wifdom,  we  muft  impart  to  them  the  iogos  re- 
^*  turning  from  his  bodily  ftate,  in  that  he  was  in 
"  the  beginning  with  God*/^ 

'     "  Therc^ 

(I- 

^.-^Afjim  T*  K^m  larnvmr^  i  Tcv  J'Kr  t^^US  Artist/  KtLCtgf  lim 

Metftcy  y^yofJLivm  )^  avlis  ^}i7spc& ;  ^y  rn^xiKtloy  /»  ytv%^ad  J^ki^ 
*ro?  ia'ofjLiior  ay^ov  l&ctvvtivt  a^  ti  oiqju  rov  It^Awnv  Au')(J^fd$ 

9pIa  Iwo-Br  effro  Iho-b j^  yct^  vac  o  7t7sA?/»/fcSr®*  ^h  vjccrf* 

«A\  ir  Avia  ^n  Xp/rof,  jy  i-rii  {w  €F  Ay\»  XfirQ-,  Kiyiloi — 
47ftp/  Av%  7n  MApfdf  tJ^i  0  vi^  an  0  Xpfr^-  Comment  io^ 
Johan.  Tol.  II.  p.  5. 

*  K«ti  T«7o  /«  uS'tivoA  ej^pni',  or/  ar-rsp  tr/  ro/^fi*  ^ xittr 
vA^'Xfov  r»y  (JLiKKoiltif  AyA^a?^  vto  m  kaV  AKn^iit^ 
x.ei^Ayyi}7^ofd.ip}i  PQfJLu  i'DKuyav^v ;  >i]ta  a^  ivAyyiKi^p  cu^ 
lius^n^t*fy.  Xpjrtf  oiJ^AffxAt,  to  vo(Jit^oi/.vrof  vto  ^Avrwf  rti9 
$rroy^AVoinrarfdtr^ai.  O  J^i  ^mtf  laAVPn f%vAyyiKtop  etieoNOP^ 

MiKU^ii  AP   ?i$J^^n^0y,iV0y   'WitffAATIJ^QVy   CA^&tf    ^AflTfifft    r«'f 
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"  There  are,"  fays  he,  "  who  partake  of  the 
*^  logos  which  was  from  the  beginning,  the  logos 
•'  that  was  with  God,  and  the  logos  that  was 
**  God,  as  Hofea,  Ifaiah,  and  Jeremiah,  and  any 
**  others  that  fpeak  of  him  as  the  logos  of  God, 
*^  and  the  logos  that  was  with  him  j  but  there 
^^  are  others  who  know  nothing  but  JefUs  Chrift 
"  and  him  crucified,  the  logos  that  was  made 
*'  flelh ;  thinking  they  have  every  thing  of  the 
**  logos  when  they  acknowledge  Chrift  accord- 
*^  ing  to  the  flefh.  Such  is  the  multitude  of  thofc 
**  who  are  called  chriftians*.^* 

"  Again,  he  fays,  ^^  the  multitudes  (i*  e»  the 
**  great  mafs  or  body)  of  believers  are  inftrufted 
**  in  the  fhadow  of  the  logos,  and  not  in  the 


WtVfJLATUtMi    if  ffmUATtKe^   XflTttty'l^itP   3^    OTH  f/fC    ^Cfl    to 

^ufJLATiKOf  KHfit^ffUf  ivAyy^\io¥,  pcwuofTa  fjLtiJ^ip  uJ'ivtu  ro/c 
rcipxfxo/^  I)  Iif^KF  Xfi7Qf  x)  Tnlov  irotvpa>(jL%yopg  rvTo  'zrotnr^op  . 

fT«F/f  f  t/piJoO-/  KATn^Ti^UiVOi  TatfliV/XATi,  x)  KA^TO^poplU'Ti^ 

%y  di/Tw,  ipuyiif  ri  vpAViv  cro^iAi^  /AiTAj^onoy  a\j7qh  1  v  Ao^k, 

%'rAf iK^^f^   CCTO  TV  a-iff-AOK^&CUt   f^     0  IfF  IT  Apy^fl  ^fot    TOF 

^lof.    Comment,  in  Johta.  vol.  II.  p.  9. 

iy  ^fo^  Top  ^iov  hoyvf  i^  -^s  Aoy»,  »rT€p  m^m  ^  m^ciaj  ij^ 

HflfAlAi,  3^  II  rU  fT«p<K  TOtnTOV  ^AUTOr^Afi^n^iV  Hi'TOV  KoyifP 

»:w».  If  7or  xo>oy  5^fFfc8-rti  srpof  Aurov .  fT«po<  /f  0/  ^h/cf 
fi/«7*<  ^i^t^n  In«F  XpiroF  a^  TbTOF  i^AVPrnfJurov^  top  y^Pouipop 

iTAfKA  hOyof,  TO    47tfF    POUt(ffrTif   tlfOA  7K    Ao>«   Xp/rOF  ICATce 
^rfpX*/tXOFOFyF«*tfTt»^l  .  TnTO  /«  €5*/  TO  <SfKnb^  TCiP  ^tTTI^VK' 

tpcu  f9iil^o(Ji%f4»p.    Comment,  in  Johtn.  vol.  II*  p.  49. 

"  true 
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"  true   logos  of  God,    which   is   in    the   open 
•*  heaven*." 

Thefe  humble  chriftians  of  Origen  who  got  no 
farther  than  the  fhadow  of  the  logos,  and  the 
Jimplices  and  iMot*e  of  Tertullian,  were  probably 
the  Jimplices  tredentium  of  Jerom,  who,  as  well  as 
the  heretics,  he  fays,  *^  did  not  tjnderftand  the 
"  fcriptures  as  became  their  majefty/'  For  had 
thefe  fun  pie  chriftians,  within  the  pale  of  the 
church,  inferred  from  what  John  fays  of  the  logos, 
and  from  what  Chrift  fays  of  himfelf,  that  he  was, 
pcrlbnally  confidcred,  equal  to  the  father,  Jcroni 
would  hardly  have  faid  that  they  did  not  undcr- 
ftand  tht  fcripuircs  according  to  their  majefty: 
for  he  himftlf  would  not  pretend  to  a  perfed 
knowledge  of  the  myftery  of  the  trinity,  "  For 
"  thefe  fimple  chriftians>  he  fays,  "  the  earth  of 
*^  the  people  of  God  brought  forth  hay^  as  for 
*'  the  heretics  it  brought  forth  i horns ^J"*  For  the 
intelligenr,  I  fuppofe,  it  produced  richer  fruits. 

From  all  thefe  pafTages,  and  others  quoted  be- 
fore, efpecially  the  major  pars  crcdentium  of  Ter— 


Key  6,  a^  »/^/  Toj  AK\)^ti'»  Kay  Si  ^m  ip  ra  dJtittyoTt  uf^e^* 
7oy;/^A90p7i,  fiiA^tiTii/tTAi,  Coosment.  in  Johan.  vol,  II.  p.  ^^^ 

t  Quod  dicituryi^/r  terrAmfopuii  meij^ina  et  fanum  afandi^^ 
referri  poteft  ec  ad  haereticos,  ec  ad  fimplices  quofque  cred^^ 
tiumy  qui  non  ica  fcripturam  intelligunt  ut  illius  convenit  n^^ 
jeftati.  Unde  fingula  fingulis  coaptavimus,  ut  terra  popali  ^^ 
haereticis  fpinas,  imperids  quibufque  ecdeiix  foenum  afferat. 
If.  jcxxii.  20.  Opera,  vol.  IVk  p.  Il8.     • 

2  tviliia^^^ 
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tullian,  I  cannot  help  inferring,  that  the  doftrinc 
of  Chrift  being  any  thing  more  than  a  man,  who 
was  crucified  and  rofe  from  the  dead  (the  whole 
dodrine  of  the  incarnation  of  the  eternal  logos^ 
that  was  in  God,  and  that  was  God)  was  conli* 
dered  as  a  more  abftrufe  and  refined  doftrine, 
with  which  there  was  no  occafion  to  trouble  the 
common  people ;  and  it  is  evident  that  this  clafs 
of  chriftians  was  much  ftaggcred  by  it,  and  of- 
fended when  they  did  hear  of  it.  This  could  never 
have  been  the  cafe  if  it  bad  been  fuppoled  to  be  the 
doftrine  of  the  apoftfes,  and  to  have  been  delivered 
by  them  as  the  moft  cflential  article  of  chriftian 
faith,  in  which  light  it  is  now  rcprefented.  Such 
terms  as  Jcandalizare^  expavefcerei  &c.  ufcd  by 
Tertullian,  and  T*pit^«/F  by  Origen,  can  only  apply 
to  the  cafe  of  fomc  nc/vel  and  alarming  dodlrine, 
Ibmething  that  men  had  not  been  accuftomed  to. 
In  the  language  of  Origen,  it  had  been  the  cor- 
foreal go/pel  onlyy  and  not  thisjpirifual  and  myfte* 
rious  one  that  they  had  been  taught. 

I  am»  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER        IX, 

Ofthi  Ught  in  which  the  Uniiarians  were  cm^mi 
in  htsr  €ges^  and  of  iheftaH  of  ike  commm  p&f 

'     ai  all  times, 

\- 

f'    Rev,  Sjr, 

tT  appears  from  what  has  been  advanced  in  the' 
'preceding  letters/thati  whatever  inight  be  the 
opinion  of  the  more  learned  chriftians,  and  of  courfe 
that  uf  the  wriiers^  the  bulk  of  the  common  peo* 
pie  were  not  brought  to  a  belief,  or  rather  a  pro- 
feffioo,  of  the  dodtrinc  of  the  trinity  till  a  pretty 
kte  period  ^  and  that  if  they  did  not  of  them- 
felves  leave  the  communion  of  the  orthodox, 
and  railed  no  difturbance  in  the  churchy   they  | 
were  connived  at.     In  faift,  they  were  confidered  1 
by  the  more  learned  as  Cmple  ignorant  people,  ' 
who  knew  no  better^  and  who  acquiefced  in  the 
doftrine  of  the  fimpk  humanity  of  Chrifl:^  bccaufc 
they  were  incapable  of  comprehending  that  of 
his  divinity^  and  the  fublime  doftrine  of  three 
perfons  in  one  God.     This  mufl:  have  been  the  cafe 
with  the  01  ^o>xoi,  the  many,  or  multitude,  of  Atha-» 
naTius. 

This  writer,  confidering  the  violence  of  his  chai* 

rader,  fpeaks  of  the  unitarians  with  a  good  deal  of 

tenderncfs  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of  undcr- 

I  Handing 
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fiadiog  the  dodrinc  of  the  trinity.  In  my  former 
Icttcfs,  I  quoted  a  pafiagp  from  him^  in  which  he 
''eprdcnts  them  as  the  a  ^i»^ty  ibe  manj^  and  per* 
funs  of  a  low  undcrftanding,  but  by  no  means  as 
.  perfims  out  of  the  church.  Contrafting  them  with 
r  ^Gnoftics  and  the  Ariar.s,  he  fays,  "  fomeperfons 
**  confidcring  what  is  human  in  Chrift,  feeing  him 

*  tbirfting,  labouring  an  j  fuflftrring,  and  degrading 

*  lim  to  a  mere  man,  fin  indeed  greatly ;  but  they 
may  readily  obtain  fcrgivenefs,  if  they  repent, 

**  Pledging  the  weaknefs  of  the  flefli  \  and  they 
kre  the  apoftle  himielf  adminiftering  pardon  to 
tbnii,  and  as  it  were  holding  out  his  hand  to 

*  thnD,  while  he  fays,  Truly,  great  is  ibe  nr/fiery  cf 
••  t^iUnefs^  Godvms  manifejl  in  tbeflejb^:' 

*  According  to  him  many  perfons  within  the  pale 
^f  die  church  mufl  either  have  been  unitarians,  or 
■^wc  believed  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  without  un- 
^crftanding  it,  which  in  fa6t  is  no  belief  at  all.  Being 
^<^ltcd  what  was  to  be  done  with  refpedt  to  the 
fpread  of  the  dodkrine  cf  Paulus  Samofatenfisi  after 
acknowledging  that  perfons  of  low  underjiandings 
Wttc  chiefly  infcftcd  with  it,  and  quoting  what 

/l4«l7tf,  «  KOTrmHAy  M  iik^ovlA,  xj  fJLofop  pKvAfn^t^trty  s/^ 
maI  «f^P«t»t»  ^ai7«p.©-,  Afxafldy^^t  ytv  (jLvyAKm  .  J'vvtty^ 
Ttu  /i  c^»<  T*;^f«c  fAiTAytViiia'KovTii  AfltuCetriir  ffvyyvQu^i^^ 

0i'W9yc^»y  ffvyyrvfjinf  Avjoti  vifiovTA,  )^  oiars/  X^'?^  tturotf  iv 

Tm  ktyUV  iKTtti'OPT  Aj    OTl  1^    0/[XcX9>K/X5K«f  i^Cyct  «ri     TO  Twf 

tvffiCiia;  fjiv^n^toi',  -^e^  i^APifu^n  iv  cA^Kt.  InillodEvan* 
gclii  Qaicanque  dixcrit,  &c.     Opera,  vol- 1,  p.  975. 

G  Paul 
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.  Paul  fays  of  the  grcai  myfiery  efgodlinefs^  GcdmMi^ 
feft  in  tbeflejb^  he  fays^  **  thofe  who  underrtand 
**  the  fubjcct  acmrmdy  are  few,  but  all  pious  per- 
**  funs  may  hoi  J  the  f^iith  delivered  to  them*/* 
But  what  kind  of  holding  mull  it  be,  when  they 
bad  no  pei  fe^t  under  (land  ing  of  what  they  held. 

Gregory  Nazianzen  alfo  reprefents  the  common 
people  as  excufeable  for  their  errors,  and  fafe  from 
not  being  difpofcd  to  fcrutinizc  into  things  f. 

1  have  alfo  obferved  many  inftances  in  writers  io 

kte  as  Chr)  foftom,  who  notwithftanding  the  pre- 
'  valence  of  a  different  mode  of  treating  unitarians^ 
life  the  term  beredcs  in  its  ancient  and  proper  fenfe, 
for  the  Gnoftics  only.  Here  I  fhall  concent  myfelf 
with  one  from  Achanaflus.  He  fay 3^  '*  The  here- 
**  tics  make  to  themfelves  another  maker  of  the 
'  '*  univerffj  befides  (he  Father  of  our  Lord  Jefus 
"  Chriftt-'*  Indeed  Atbanafius  confidered  the  pro- 
per  unitarians  in  a  more  favourable  light  than  he  did 
either  the  Gnoftics,  or  the  Arians.  See  Opera, 
vol.  h  p.  97 J,  977^978. 

*  Otj  im  t^iv  ii3LfiCtt0L^  ^u7%h  I'Tti^nTUV^uym  %Ti  ^  rvvl^s 
Incarnttione  cootra  ?•  Sajnefat,   Opera,  voL  L  p.  592. 

Opera,  vol,    *   p.  388. 

Xfi7tf.    De  Fncarnaiione*  Opera,  voh  L  p*  55, 

CyrU 


^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

^^^^^^^H 

^H 

^^I^HI 

^n 

^^^^^^^^^^^2 

■■MM 

^aflBI 

RCHEiEACON  OF  ST,  ALBANS.     83 

ril  of  Jerufalem  complains  of  heretics,  both 
rians  and  Arians,  in  the  bofom  of  the 
:h.  "  Now/*  fays  he,  "  there  is  an  apof- 
y ;  for  men  have  departed  from  the  faith, 
ne  confounding  the  Son  with  the  Father, 
lers  daring  to  fay  that  Chrilt  was  created  out 
nothing.  Formerly  heretics  were  open, 
t  now  the  church  is  full  of  concealed  here- 
s*.''  The  more  zealous  of  the  orthodox 
•ps  might  do  fomething  more  than  complain, 
n  general  it  may  be  prefumed  that  they  did 
rouble  themfelves  about  the  matter. 

)inplaints  of  the  fpread  of  herefy,  both  that 
e  unitarians,  and  that  of  the  Arians,  in  Afia 
Dr,  in  the  time  of  Bafil,  by  himfelf,  and  his 
nporaries,  are  without  end,  Thofe  opinions 
iiled  more  efpccially  among  the  common  peo- 
hough  many  of  the  clergy  were  alfo  infefted; 
vhat  is  remarkable,  the  malcontents  com- 
ed  loudly  of  his  innovations,  both  with  re- 

to  ancient  doftrines,  and  ancient  pradlices. 
bme  time  Bafil,  called  the  great,  was  obliged 
ive  way  to  the  ftorm,  and  retire  from  his 
tfe,  though  this,  it  feems,  was  a  dai^gerous 

for^  according  to  him,  unremitted  vigilance 

V  /«  %7\9  ATTOreiflAl  ATlTtlO'dv  yttf  0/  cey'3'p#Toi  TW  op-Jiff 
•,  ;i^  0/  fX6f  c//oT«KTopUr  JtetTtf»•^^»^/^  flJ  J'i  Toy 
f{  rtK  wrmv  ui  70  ttvAi  ^A^ivi'/^^irTA  hiyii/  roKui^lp, 

net  xMKfVfAfJLirvf  «/pf7/x«r.  Cyrilli.  Catech.  xv.  p.  209. 
To  p.  5. 

G  2  was 
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was  necefiary  to  guard  their  flocks  from  fcdtM 
tion.  "  If  any  pcrlon,"  he  fajrs,  '^  leave  his  dk 
**  ccfc  for  the  Ihortcfl:  time>  he  leaves  the  cote 
*^  mon  people  expofed  *,"  ^ 

I  think  wc  may  learn  from  Facundus,  wh 
wrote  fo  kte  as  the  reign  of  Juftinianj  that  in  h 
time  many  of  the  common  people  were  we 
known  to  confider  Chrift  as  a  mere  mafty  and  y< 
were  not  difturbcd  on  that  account.  As  the  pa 
iage  in  his  writings  from  which  I  infer  this  is 
pretty  remarkable  one,  I  fhall  cite  it  at  fu 
length.  Speaking  of  the  condemnation  of  Thee 
dorus,  in  whofe  favour  he  is  writing,  he  fays,  th; 
"  in  condemning  him  they  condemned  all  tho 
*^  who  thought  as  he  did,  even  though  they  a 
**  terwards  changed  their  opinion,^ — -Whaiwi 
*^  they  do  with  Martha,  and  then  with  Marj%  tl 
"  lifters  of  Lazarus,  who  were  particularly  ai 
^*  tachcd  «o  our  Lord  while  he  was  \rpon  eardi 
**  And  yet  both  of  them,  firft  Martha,  and  tk 
*'  Mary,  are  Md  to  fpeak  to  him  thus,  L&rd^ . 
«*  thou  biidji  been  here,  my  hroiher  had  not  did 
**  who,  though  they  thought  that  he  was  the  So 
**  of  God  who  was  to  come  into  die  world,  yi: 
**  would  they  not  have  faid  if  tbm  badft  keen  hen 
*'  if  they  had  believed  him  to  be  God  omniprc 
**  fent.     They  therefore  only  thought  as  Theo 

*   El  yap  Tti  3^  *pflf  TO    €fti.yUTd.T^¥  THtf  ^KKhJ^^iAi  ^ 

Epift.  Ixx.  Opera,  vol.111,  p.  114. 

«  donJ 
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*'  dorus  is  faid  to  have  doae,  and  were  cxcommu- 
"  nicaced  along  witli  him ;  and  how  many  of  this 
"  kind  do  we  know,  by  the  writings  of  the  apof- 
"  dcs  and  cvangelifts,  there  were  at  that  time, 
"  and  how  many  even  now  are  there  ftill  in  the 
**  common  herd  of  the  faithful,  who  by  only  par- 
''^  taking  in  the  holy  myftcries,  and  by  a  fimplc 
"  obfervance  of  the  commandments,  we  fee  pleaf- 
**  ing  God  ;  when  even  the  apoftles  themfelves, 
"  the  firft  teachers,  only  thought  as  thofe  whom 
"  we  fee  to  be  included  in  this  condemnation  of 
**ThcodorusV 

The  cafe  is  indeed  the  fame,  in  a  greater  or  lefs 
dcgtce,  at  all  times,  and  in  all  churches.  Quiet 
people  will  generally  be  indulged  in  their  own 
^y  of  thinking,  and  they  are  only  thofe  that 
difturb  others  that  are  themfclves  difturbed. 

*-Condemnaverant  omnes  ab  ipfb  in  quern  ilium  incidiffe 

P*tani  errore  converfos. Ubi  quid  agent  de  Martha  ct 

Uaiia,  fbroribus  Lazari,  qua  familiari  devoiione  ipft  domino 
dnm  hie  in  came  degerit  adhxferunt.  £t  tamen  utraque»  id  efl, 
V^ivi  Martha,  ac  deinde  Maria,  legitur  illi  dixiffc,  Domine 
'  Adfe  hie  frater  mens  non  fuilTet  mbrtuas.  Q^ac  licet 
c^cderentqaodipfeeiTet  Alius  Dei  qui  in  mundum  venifTet, 
^•itten  non  dieerent  fi  fuiffes  bic,  fi  eum  cogcofcerent  ficut 
'^cofliy  ubiqoe  effe  prefentem.  Eadem  ergo  fapuerunt  que 
djcitnr  fapuifie  Theodorus,  et  cum  Theodoro  iimul  anathema- 
^fttzfunt.  £t  quantos  vel  eo  tempore  in  evangeliis  et  apof. 
tolicis  fcriptis  tales  fuifTe  cognovimus?  Quantos  etiam  nunc 
**!«  in  grege  fidelium,  fola  fandtorum  myfteriorum  partici- 
^^one,  et  fimplici  prxceptorum  obedicniia,  placentes  Deo 
^^iinus ;  cum  et  ipii  primi  padores  ejus  Apoftoli  fic  aliquando 
^Puerunt,  quos  omnes  cum  Theodoro  vidimus  in  hoc  anathc- 
^^(^condemnatos.  Pro  dcfenfione  trium  Capitulorum^  Lib. 
^*  c.  vii.  p.  162. 

G  3  Is 
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Is  it  not  well  known  that  there  are  both  Arians 
and  Socinians  members  of  the  church  of  Eng- 

►  land,  and  even  among  the  clergy  chemfelves ; 
and  yet  if  they  can  reconcile  it  to  their  own 

,  minds  to  keep  in  communion  with  a  trlnitariaiiA 
church,  there  arc  no  attempts  made  to  molefl: 
them*     Zl  l^ns  as  the  beads  of  the  church   arc 

,  (from  the  archdeacons  to  the  archbiijiops)  for  the 

f  purity  of  its  tenets^  they  think  proper  to  con- 
nive  at  thefe  things,  and  fo  they  did  in  an  age 
more  zealous  than  this.     The  excellent  Mr- Fir- 

,  min  was  not  only  an  avowed  Socinian,  and  in 
communion  with  the  church  of  England,  but  in 
habits  of  intimacy  with  Tillotfon,  and  fome  of 
themoft  diftinguiflied  churchmen  of  his  timct 


I 


At  prefent  there  are  Arian  and  Socinian  writers 
within  the  pale  of  your  church,  and  yet  I  dare 
fay  it  never  occurred  to  any  archdeacon^  bilhop,  f 
or  archbifhop,  that  it  would  be  proper  to  excom- 
municate any  of  them  for  the  part  they  have 
afted.  Such  a  thing  as  this  might  not  have 
palTcd  fo  eafily  in  the  time  of  Theodofius;  but 
even  then  I  make  do  doubt  but  that  perfons  who 
could  content  themfelves  without  difturbing 
othersj  would  not  have  been  molefted. 

You  and  I  are  both  agreed  that  perfons  who 
do  not  bona  fide  hold  the  acknowledged  tenets  u( 
any  church  (I  meanfuch  great  and  diftinguiflied 
ones  as  thofe  relating  to  the  objeSf  §f  ^ivorfiip) 
ought  Eo  withdraw  themfelves  from  ir,  and 
potj    by   continuing    in    communion    with    it^ 

to 
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to  countenance  its  errors.  But  how  many  are 
there  who  do  not  fee  the  thing  in  the  fame 
light,  or  whofe  habits  and  prejudices  are  f^ch, 
that  they  cannot  bring  themfelves  to  aft  as  we 
think  every  principle  of  honour^  ^s  well  as  o{  reli- 
gion didtates ;  and  yet  I  cannot  agree  with  you, 
if  you  fhould  fay  that  all  fuch  perfons  are  hypo- 
crites, and  infincere,  doing  what  they  themfelves 
know  and  feel  to  be  wrong.  They  have  excufes 
which  I  doubt  not  fatisfy  their  own  minds,  though 
they  do  not  fatisfy  me.  Great  allowance,  no 
doubt,  is  alfo  to  be  made  for  the  force  of  habit, 
and  even  for  a  natural  timidity.  There  are  many 
,  Erafmus's  for  one  Luther,  many  Dr.  Clarkes  for 
<^nt  Whilton,  a  name  which,  notwithftanding  the 
wcaknefs  of  his  judgment  in  fome  things,  ought 
never  to  be  mentioned  without  refpeflt,  on  ac- 
count of  his  dmoft  Angular  and  unparalleled 
uprightnefs. 

As  to  the  common  peopUy  the  idioU  of  Tertul- 
lian,  we  generally  fee  that,  as  they  are  not  inno- 
vators in  dodlrine,  they  go  to  public  worfhip 
where  they  have  been  ufed  to  do,  without  any 
nice  difcriqiination  of  what  \s  tranfad:ed  there; 
and  the  obfervation  will  generally  apply  to 
the  bulk  of  the  inferior  clergy.  When  Henry 
VIII.  reformed  the.  church  of  England,  how 
many  joined,  him  in  it,  who  would  never  have 
declared  themfelves  diffenters  from  the  eftablifli* 
cd  church?  The  church  is  now  trinitarian  j  but 
iiippofing  that  an  Arian  or  Socinian  parliament 
Qr  4  (which 
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(which  is  a  poflible  cafe  in  this  inquifitive  and 
fickle  age)  fliould  change  the  eftabliftied  religion 
in  that  refpeft^  how  many  do  you  think  of  the 
clergjr  (excepting  thofe  who  poflfefs  the  rank,  the 
knowledge,  and  the  zeal  of  Archdeacons^  &c. 
andalfo  thofe  whom  you  would  place  in  thc^f^j 
ef  mttbodrfmy   p.  62.)   would  become  diffenteni. 
efpecially  if,  as  wa^  often  the  cafe  in   former^ 
timcSj  they  had  no  alternative  but  a  prifon  with 
a  good  confciencc^  or  their  prcfent  emolument*  J 
without  one*    I  rather  think  they  would  contrive  " 
to  keep  both,  and  foon  make  themfelves  perfedly 
cafy  in  their  new  fituation,  d 

With  refpeft  to  the  common  piople  in  general, 
fettled  as  you  may  think  them  to  be  in  the  doc-  I 
trines  of  the  church  of  England,  perpetually 
hearing  of  ibra  fer/ons  and  one  Goi^  and  daily 
making  their  refponfes  to  ibi  holy  hUJfed  and  glo- 
rious irinUyi  yet  could  they,  without  any  pre- 
paration, or  difcuffion,  hear  Mr  Lindlcy's  re- 
formed liturgy  read  to  them  by  their  ufual  mi- 
nifters,  and  no  Archdeacon  ftiould  founc)  the 
alarm,  but  they  were  to  take  it  for  granted  that 
all  was  done  by  order  of  theirfuperiorsj  and  there- 
fore rigbfj  I  dare  fay  the  peace  of  few  parifhes 
would  be  much  difturbed  by  it. 

Thefe  confiderations,  which  are  founded  on 
fuch  a  knowledge,  of  human  nature  as  we  may  _ 
learn  from  all  hiftory,  and  our  own  daily  obfcr- 
vation^  may  render  it  credible,  that  the  majority 

of 
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of  the  common  people,  the  idiotie  of  TcrtuUian, 
though  not  the  ideots  of  Dr.  Horfley,  might  be 
unitarians,  and  yet  continue  in  communion  with 
the  church  after  its  forms  became  trinitarian, 
efpecially  as  they  would  not  become  fo  all  at 
once.  In  the  moft  ancient  liturgies,  you  know, 
there  were  no  prayers  addrefled  to  Chrift  5  and  as 
the  members  of  chriftian  focieties  were  not  re- 
quired to  fubfcribe  to  any  thing*,  there  was  no- 
thing that  they  were  expected  to  bear  a  fart  in, 
concerning  which  they  might  not  be  able  to  fa- 
tisfy  themfclves. 

I  am.  Sec. 


LETTER      X. 

Of  the  Rotation  from  Athanaftusi 


Rev:  Sir. 

TT  is  with  very  little  effeft,  indeed,  that  you  cavil  at 
my  quotation  from  Athanafius,  and  the  defence  I 
made  of  it.  To  every  impartial  reader  it  difcovers 
how  extremely  averfe  the  Jews  were  to  the  doftrine 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  -,  and,  to  borrow,  a  word  from 

•  In  the  times  in  which  the  dodtrine  of  the  trinity  was  moft 
agitated,  fome  of  the  more  zealous  bifhops  propofcd  the  'Nietne 
€reed,  and  other  lefts,  to  ihofe  ^ho  were  in  commttnion  with 
them ;  but  even  then  this  pradice  does  not  appear  to  havo 
been  general. 


m 
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you  and  Mr,  Bad  cock,  to  what  mmagimmt  tP^^ 
apoftles  were  reduced  in  divulgiqg  this  offenfi^^c 
dodrine  to  them.  I  have  nothing  to  offer  in  add  i- 
tion  to  what  I  IMd  oa  that  fubjed^  e^^cept  that  I 
have  no  objeftion  to  your  rendering  ^uKiy^  mtnA^  * 
gcgd  rcafon^  inftead  of  a  plaufibk  pni€nce\  for  1 
doubt  not  that  it  appeared  a  very  good  reafon  c:-* 
AtbatiafiuSi  who  had  nothing  better  to  Ibggeft* 

Athanafius*  however,  by  no  means  {lands  fingl^^ 
in  his  vj£w  of  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews,  and  of  th^^^ 
conduit  of  the  apoftles  with  refpeft  to  them.  Epi — — 
phaniusj  as  quoted  above,  fhews  how  prevalent  ih^^*^ 
dodrine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was  a^    ^ 
the  time  that  John  wrote.      There  are  al fp  paffages=:  s 
in  feveral  of  the  Fathers,  and  efpecially  a  grea^     r 
number  in  Chryfoflom^  by  which  we  clearly  per— —• 
ccive  that  thdr  ideas  of  the  condud  of  the  apoftk=35 
was  prccilely   the  fame  with   that  which  1  hav^^c 
afcribed  to  Atl^nafms  \  and  as  it  is  poffible  that  b-^y 
a  diflFerent  kind  of  inllin£t,  my  rapid glanus  m%^^ 
havedifcovered  more  pairapes  of  this  kind  than  hav-e 
occurred  to  you,  in  the  aftual  reading  and  fiui}  of 
all  the  authors,  I  fhall  here  produce  one  of  them 
from  the  preface  to  his  Commenunes  on  the  Book 
of  Ads. 

After  treating  pretty  largely  of  the  conduct  of 
the  apoft.es  with  refpeft  to  their  infiftihg  on  ^ 
dodrine  of  the  rifurreSlian  oi  Chvi?:^  rather  tf^^° 
that  of  his  divinity^  immediately  after  the  dtfcenr  ^* 
tlie  Holy  Spirit,  he  fays,  "  As  to  the  Jews,  whof^^^ 
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**  daily  heard,  and  been  taught  out  of  the  law.  Hear 
^^  0  Ifrael^  the  Lord  thy  God  is  one  Lord^  and  bejides 
**  him  there  is  no  other ;  having  Icen  him  ( Jefus) 
**  nailed  to  a  crofs,  yea  having  killed  and  buried 
/*  him  themfelves,  and  not  having  leen  him  rifen 
*^  again,  if  they  had  heard  that  thisperfon  was  God, 
**  equal  to  the  Father,  would  not  they  have  re- 
^*  jedcd  and  fpurned  at  it/'  I  want  words  in  Eng- 
li(h  to  cxprcfs  the  force  of  the  Greek,  in  this  place* 
The  Latin  tranllator  renders  it  nonne  maxime  omnes 
ab  his  verbis  abhorruijfenty  ac  rejilijfentj  et  oblatraf- 
funt.  **  On  this  account,"  he  adds  "  they  (the 
^*  apoftles)  brought  them  forwards  gently,  and  by 
V  flow  degrees,  and  ufed  great  art  in  condefcending 
*'  to  their  weaknefs*.'* 

In  how  different  a  light  do  Cryfoftom  and  you 
reprefent  the  fame  thing.  According  to  you,  the 
Jews  were  always  fully  perfuaded  that  their  Mef- 
fiah  w^s  to  be  God,  equal  to  the  Father ;  and  there- 
fore, after  the  apoftles  had  perfuaded  them  that 
Jefus  was  the  Mefliah,  they  had  nothing  to  appre- 
hend from  their  attachment  to  the  dodtrine  oi  the 

vTo  TK  vouH,  AK\i%  I(rp*«A,  Kvpto;  0  ^'.^  •/«  Kv;>i  >  g/j  err,  jc) 

^ma&yLiVtHy  tf.:£tfo7:f  07/  ^s^  «rif  av]'^  tsl^,  j^  t» 'orci'Jpi 

^iaU  Ttilo  npfe^ct,  )y  KeHu  /K/y.por,  ctvlaf  tFfo^CsCcf/atr/f  j^ 
99>Ah  uiv  yj'/Jf^ylAi  Tfi  7h;  ffvyKcLTJi-C'ci^ic^ff  otKoi'oy.ta.  la 
Afta  Hem.  i.  Oncra,  vol.  VIIL  p.  .li^;. 

unity 
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unity  of  God,  and  had  no  occafion  for  any  ir^^^ 
or  management  with  rcfpeft  to  it.      However,  thcsr 
view  of  things,  I  doubt  nor,  alfided  Athanafia3» 
Chryfoftoni,  and  others^  who  lived  nearer  to  tho^ 
times,  than  the  prefent  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans,  C^ 
account  for  the  great  number  of  unitarians  among  thik^ 
early  Jewifh  chriftians.  Nor  could  they  wonder  at  Hm^  ' 
fame  among  the  Gentiles,  confidcring,  as  AthanafiuV^ 
does,  that  they  could  only  learn  chriftianity  from  I 
Jews  ;  and  it  would  have  anfwered  no  end  for' 
apollles  to  have  fpoken  with  caution  to  the 
and  with  opennefs  to  the  Gentiles.     B^fides,  accord- 
ing to  Cbryfoftom,  the  Gentiles  were  not  ttiucf 
better  prepared  to  receive  the  doftrine  of  the  divk  — ' 
i)ity  of  Clirift,  than  the  Jews  themfelvcs. 

In  the  fame  paflfage,  part  of  which  I  have  quoted^^ 
above,  after  obferving  that,  if  the  apoftles  had 
condudled  themfelves  in  this  cautious  manner  witli 
refpeA  to  the  Jews,  their  whole  dodrinc  would  hai? 
appeared  incredible  to  them,  he  adds,  ^^  and  at  Atheos^^^ 
"  Paul  calls  him  ( Jefus)  fimply  a  man^  and  nothing: 
"  farther,  and  for  a  good  reafon.      For  if,  when 
"  they  had  heard  Chrift  himfelf  fpeakingof  hisequa- 
'*  lity  to  the  Father,  they  would  on  that  account  have 
**  often  ftoncd  him,  and  called  h  m  a  blafphemer; 
"  they  would  hardly,  therefore,  have  received  this 
*'  doftrine  from  fifhermen,  efpecially  after  fpeaking 
**  of  him  as  crucified.     And  why  do  I  fpeak  of  the 
"  Jews,    when   at   that    rime,    even   the  difciples 
*'  of  Chrift  himfclf  were  often  difturbed,  and  fcan- 
**  daliztd  at  him,  when  they  heard  fublime  doc- 

^*  trines  5 
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**  trihes  ;  on  which  account  he  faid,  I  Jiave  many 
*'  things  to  fay  to  you,  but  ye  are  not  yet  atle  u 
**  bear  them.  And  if  they  could  net  bear  thcfc 
*'  things  who  had  lived  fo  long  with  him,  and  had 
*'  received  fo  many  myllerics,  and  feen  fo  many 
**  miracles,  how  could  men  from  their  altars,  and 
•'  idols,  and  facrifices,  and  cats,  and  crocodiles ; 
*'  for  fuch  was  the  worfhip  of  the  heathens !  But 
*'  being  firft  brought  off  from  thcfc  abominations, 
*^  they  would  readily  receive  their  difcourfe  con- 
•^  cerning  more  fublime  doctrines *.'* 

But  we  find  no  trace  of  either  Jews  or  GentiVs 
having  received  thefe  fublime  doctrines  that  Chry- 
foftom  alludes  to  in  the  age  of  the  apoftlcs.  Nay 
he  himfclf  reprefents  the  apoftle  Paul  as  obliged  to 
ufe  the  fame  caution  with  refpedk  to  the  Jews,  whea 
he  wrote  the  Epiftlc  to  the  Hebrew?,  which  was  fo 
late  as  A.  D.  62,  about  two  years  before  his  death. 

•  F,v  /g  A^m'Atf  }y  dLv^^coTov  avroy  A'T?.ui  K,iKV  e  IlcetA^* 
k/i  ^\iov€i'7reov ,  HKOTuf  .  «.'  yttp  etvToy  lov  yji^QV  ^tdLKiyo- 
fjLifOy^ift  r^iitf  Toy  zra,7ipi&ta'07nT^,Kt-^ct(Tauv6?^AKt<  I'tti- 

ccA/e&y  TKToy  lev  KoyoytJ^i^etVTo,  ^  t^to  rov  rctupcF  trfo/yon- 
ffAfTif  .  Ktfi  Ti  J^s/  \iynv  7\sf  Ut/icuvf  i  oTvyi  )y  otuToi  tot« 
^o}^a,Ki(  01  iJLA^i/iTeu  Tm  t;4'^o7fp»r  tfx«or7ft;  t'd-opc/CvfT^  ^ 
ftrKetfJ^AKi^ovTo  .  cT/*  THTo  )y  iKiyi  nroh\A  f/u  hiyUv  vfjiir 

ffvyy%vei/,tvot  prpoyov  TOTKTor,  j^  To^-tfTOPr  KoirorK^fltm^  tfT^p- 
puTi^f',  iy  roa-Avret  ^^AtrAfJLtvoi  ^av^jlata^  «wflH  Av^p^i-rot  at9 
CtifAUf,  K^  uJ^aKt^f,  jy  ^va-iay,  3^  AiKvpov,  9^  Kpo)co<tn\ur, 
ToiavTA  ya,f  nv  T«iv  tKhwo^v  (riCA<r^r*:  ;j)  tuv  akkuv  raw 
KAKav  70Ti  ^peuTov  A'l'oaTA^iyT^f,  A^foov  Tvf  v^-nl^uf  T#r 
J'oyiJunmf  iiTi^Ano  \oytts.     Ibid. 

2  And 
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And  if  the  body  ol  the  Jcwifh  chriftUns  were  at  iha«f^ 
time  unitarians,  can  it  be  thuuglit  probable  thaC' 
they  became  trinitaiians  fuon  at'cerv/.trds  ?  If  th^ 
apoftles  themfeWes  had  nut  fuccccdcd  in  this  bufi^  I 
jicfs,  which  required  equal  addrels  and  authority^ 
who  dfe  can  be  Ibppofcd  to' have  done  it  ? 


\ 


? 


Chryfbftom  rcprefenrs  the  *ipoftlc  as  beg'mnini 
his  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  with  faying,  that 
"  was  G&d  w^ho  fpake  by  the  prophets,  and  by  hidi 
**  fon,  and  not  that  Cbriji  himfelf  had  fpoken  by^ 
**  them,  becaufe  their  minds  were  weak,  anci  they^ 
"  were  not  able  to  bear  the  doftrine  concernin^i 
«*  Chrift*  "     He  even  fays  that  *^  when  he  therer^ 
**  fpeaks  of  Chrift  as  above  the  angels,    he  ftill 
'"  fpoke  of  his  humanity/*     See/'  fays  he,  "  hir 
*'  great  caution^  t^f^Lri/^v  i^uvi^tv  7nv  ^au»rr,  ib.  p,  1 755,     I 
ihe  very  expreffion  ufed  by  Athanafius  on  a  fimilar    i 
occafion,  and  which  you  think  I  have  not  rendered 
rightly,  and  have  miftaken  the  fenfe  of  the  paffage, 

•  Kttt  dftflf  Ts  a-vpir&ji  avro  €/pw>c5f .  k  yup  imv  0  &^^  «'a^- 

AVTCiV  ftCAV  aji\vyajty  k^  ^^inra  akmiIv  v<f'vveLV^lo  Tee  ti^ft  t* 
Xp/r»,  ^ra-tv  0  ^^l^  J^t  avth  iKaKmiv.  In  Heb.  cap.  i.  Open, 
vol.  X.  p.  1756.  i.  e.  '*  See  how  prudently  he  fpoke:  for 
*'  he  faid  God  fpake  though  it  was  himfelfthat  fpake;  bat 
*'  becaufe  their  roinds  were  weak  and  they  were  not  able  to 
**  bear  the  things  concerning  Chrill,  he  fays  GoJ  fpaki  hy 
««  him:'  N.  B.  The  (  »  )  in  the  fecond  claufe  of  this  ptf- 
i^^t,  nnuft  be  inferted  by  midake  for  ( j^  )  or  fome  otber 
particle,  as  it  contradi6ts  what  is  faid  in  the  clofeofthe 
fentence,  and  the  obvious  fenfe  of  the  whole. 

though 
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though  Beaufobre,  the  popifh  tranflator,  and  I  (hall 
now  add  Dr.  Lardner,  all  underftood  it  as  I  do. 

It  was  the  general  opinion  of  the  Fathers,  as 
may  be  learned  from  Epiphanius  and  Jerom,  quoted 
above,  that  it  was  John  who  firft  preached  the 
doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Ghrift  explicitly,  and 
that  when  Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke,  wrote  their 
gofpels,  the  chriftians  in  general,  but  more  cfpecially 
the  Jews  among  them,  were  not  prepared  to  receive 
a  doftrine  of  fuch  fublimity. 

Chryfoftom  reprefents  all  the  preceding  writers 
of  the  New  Teftament  as  "  children,  who  heard, 
*^  but  did  not  underftand  things,  and  who  were 
"  bufy  about  cheefe-cakes  and  childilh  fports*; 
*'  but  John,  he  fays,  taught  what  the  angels  them- 
"  felves  did  not  know  before  he  declared  it  f  j'* 
and  he  reprefents  them  as  his  moll  attentive  au« 
ditors.  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  2.  '^^  Leaving  the 
•'  Father,**  he  fays,  p.  1 1 ,  "  he  [John]  difcourfcd 
^*  concerning  the  fon ;  becaufe  the  Father  was 
"  known  to  all,  if  not  as  a  Father,  yet  as  God, 
"  but  the  unbegotten  was  unknown  J.'^ 

Obferving 

lir]ofif]eLtt  jy  a^v^^oIa  ^aiS'ika,    In  Johan.  i.  Opera,  vol. 

nil.  p.  2. 

BtTftf  iyiti(Jiiv.    In  Johan  i.  Opera,  vol.  VIII.  p.  2. 
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Obferving  that  in  the  if  ginning  was  tbt  Ug^A 
he  f^ys,  "  1  his  was  not  preached  immediately^, 
"  for  the  world  could  not  bear  it-  The  evange* 
**  lifts  Matthtfw,  Mark,  Luke,  and  John*'  (this 
lad  is  inftfrccd  by  fomc  iniftakr)  **  when  they 
•'  began  the  preaching,  fpake  at  a  diftance,  and 
^*  not  immediately  what  became  his  dignity,  but 
"  what  was  convenient  for  their  hearers  */' 

Of  the  three  firft  evangelifts,  he  fays  tl^a^ 
*f  they  all  treated  of  the  ficflily  difpcnfation,  and 
•*  filently*  by  his  miracles,  indicated  his  dignity* 
**  The  dignity  of  the  logos  of  God  was  hid,  the 
"  arrows  again  ft  the  heretics  were  concealed,  and 
**  the  fortification  to  defend  the  right  faith  fl^ai 
«*  not  raifed  by  the  pious  preaching,  John,  there- 
*Vfore,  the  fan  of  thunder,  being  the  1  aft,  ad- 
*•  vanccd  to  the  doftrine  of  the  iogos/'  or  the 
divinity  of  Chriftt- 

Auflia 

.&i^,  0  /i  iAu¥Qy%9m  M^i'ofilo.     In  Johan,  Opersi  vol.  VlHi 
p.   ii« 

%yj^^f%  *  )tWf((^,     M  die  pat  f  fl^w^r  ^i  £t/i«^yiAif*i    Md3>*'fff 

tv^Vt  ih^K^w^v  Tot  ^pf'?rw7rtTii  rf|l(i,  itA/fit  Tfittfp^a^w'ldf*'* 
tfxp^ftrfttreK*     De  Sigillis,  Opera,  voL  VI.  p.  171, 

pt/TTfT?    (Tf    fti    TS    *?£tf    Ai^^K    4t5'*^^«.       F.)£f[/^T*Tli    A   T* 

x«7rt  TfiJc  aifi7tKc-v  Cf AW,  stj  to  tj«<  ^p^wf  /o^tt^  tx^Tii^^lTf* 

^uAjg^dr.     IB.   p,   173.      N.B.  The  fcnfe  -cf  the  paff»g* 

abfdafdf 
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Auftin  writes  to  the  fame  purpofe,  "  And  if 
*^  there  be  any  other  things  which,  to  thofc  who 
•*  rightly  undtrftand  them,  intimate  the  divinity 
**  of  Chrift,  in  which  he  is  equal  to  the  Father, 
'*  John  almoft  alone  has  given  them  in  his 
«  gofpcl*.'* 

Theodoret  obferves,  that  in  the  genealogy  of  Chrift 
given  by  Matthew,  this  writer  did  not  add  according 
tv  fbeflejh^  ^^  becaufe  the  men  of  that  time  would 
•'  not  bear  it,"  evidently  meaning,  that  they  would 
thereby  have  been  led  into  a  fufpicion  that»  in  the 
idea  of  the  writer^  he  had  fome  higher  origin,  and 
would  have  been  offended  at  it^  but  the  apoftle 
Paul,  he  fays,  could  not  avoid  that  expreflion  in  his 
Epiftle  to  the  Romans.  He  adds,  that  ^^  before 
'*  his  deaths  not  only  to  the  other  Jews«  but  to  the 
*^  apoftles  themfelves,  he  did  not  appear  as  a  God, 
•*  nor  did  his  miracles  lead  them  to  form  that  opi- 
'•nion  of  himf.'*     This  writer  alfo  fays  that  the 

ibr<>Iutely  requires  cxpt/TTsro  and  not  eit*ipt/^eT9  in  both 
ihe  claufes,  and  in  the  latter  it  it  fo  rendered  by  the  Latia 
iraoilator,  though  not  in  the  former.  The  obfervation,  th^c 
:be  firil  verfes  in  the  gofpel  of  John  arc  a  refutation  of  all 
icrefies  is  common  with  the  Fathers.  No  perfon,  excepc 
>ne  who  is  pretty  well  converfant  with  tHem,  can  ilnagiAe 
low  often  thofe  verfes  occur  in  their  wiiiings» 

*  £t  fi  qaa  alia  fane,  quae  ChriAi  diviniutem.  In  qua  aequalis 
ft  patri^  rede  intelligentibus  intiment,  pene  (bias  Joannes  in 
Yang^lio  fuo  pofoit«  Auftin  de  Confenfu  Evangeliftarum, 
>pera;  vol.  iv.  p.  374. 

t  tips  /LciF  t6  ctfuptf  2^  Ttf  «A^tf^9  0  S'iff'jrvnii  'Xpi^&^  « /lofof 

H  ^i^ — . 
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apoftle  PauU  in  mentioning  the  fubjeftioa  ci  Cbmtt 
to  the  Father,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Coriothiani^* 
*^  rpake  of  lum  more  lowly  than  was  neceflSiiy,  m 
<(  account  of  their  weaknef^.^  I'Cor.  %y.  Openiy 
vol.  IIL  p.  201. 

And  yet  you>  Sir,  who  have,  no  doubt  scad, 

.  confidered,  and  re-confidered,  all  thefe  paflS^gB, 

and  many  more  than  I  can  produce  to  thci  Suae 

purpofe^  can  fay,  p.  93.  '*  The  defire  of  iaftniA- 

^<  ing  the  }ews,  not  the  fear  of  offendng  tiJWQtiy 

*^  was  the  motive' with  the  apoftles  fof  piopblKd- 

^?  ing  firft  what  was  the  eafieft  to  be  undcrAood^ 

^*  and  the  moft  likely  to  be  admitted  i*^  aodOrea 

add,  you  cannot  read  without  aftomfluneat^  ,liiaK 

I  fhould  fuppofe  that  Athanafius  meant  toin^inam 

.  that  they  were  afraid  of  giving  offence  to  die  Jews^ 

When  we  confider  how  late  the  three  firft  gQ^peb 
were  written,  the  laft  of  them  not  long  before  that  of 
John,  which  was  near,  if  not  after  the  deftruftioa  of 
Jerufalem,  and  that,  in  the  opinion  of  thefe  wiittrs 
above  mentioned,aIl  this  caution  and  referve  lttdbcei» 
neceflary  on  the  part  of  the  chriftian  teachers,  how 
is  it  pofllble,  that,  in  their  idea,  the  chriftian  church 
in  general  fhould  have  been  well  eftablifhed  in  the 
belief  of  our  Lordf s  divinity  ?  It  could  only  have 
been  great  and  open  zeal  on  the  part  of  the  apoftles, 
and  not  the  camion  and  maMgcment  which  thefe 
writers  afcribe  to  them,  that  could  have  effliftuaUy 

/0^4F.    In  R^n.  Lib.  iv%    O^era^  vol.  lUr  p.  ii. 

lauighl 
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tarught  a  doArine,  which,  according  to  them,  thejr 
were  ill  prei^ared  to  receive.  And  the  hiftoryof 
both  Peter  and  Paul  fufEciently  prove,  that  the  in* 
fluence  of  mere  apoilolical  authority  was  not  fo 
great  at  that  time  as  many  perfons  now  take  it  to 
have  been.  Whatever  powers  they  had,  they  were 
not  conHdered  as  lords  over  the  faith  $f  cbriftians. 

The  chriftians  of  that  age  required  fomething 
more  than  the  private  opinion  of  an  apodle.  They 
I'equired  fome  fupernatural  evidence  that  his  doc- 
trine was  from  God ;  and  we  have  no  account  o£ 
the  apoftles  propofing  to  them  this  article  of  faith, 
and  alledging  any  fuch  evidence  for  it.  Chrylbf- 
tom  fays,  that  '^  if  the  Jews  were  fo  much  offended 
*^  at  having  a  new  law  fuperadded  to  their  former, 
*^  bow  much  more  would  they  have  been  offended 
*^  if  Chrift  had  taught  his  own  divinity/'  May  it 
not  be  fuppofed^  therefore,  that  they  would  have 
required  as  particular  evidence  of  a  divine  revela^ 
tion  in  the  one  cafe  as  in  the  other  ?  And  what  re* 
markably  ftrong  evidence  was  necefiary  to  convince 
diem  that  the  obligation  of  their  law  did  not  extend 
to  the  Gentiles  ?  Would  they/  therefore,  have  re« 
cetved  What  Chrylbftem  confidered  as  the  more 
ofl&nfive  dodrine  of  the  two>  without  any  pretence 
to  a  particular  revelation  on  the  fubjed  I 

It  may  be  faid  that  all  the  caution  of  which  we 

have  been  fpeaking  was  necefiary  with  refped  to 

the  unbelieving  Jews  only,  into  whofe  hands  thefe 

,goipel9,  and  the  other  writings  of  the  New  Tefta« 

H  ^  mcni^ 
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nient  might  fall.     But  how  impofTible  muft  it  have] 
been  to  conceal  from  the  unbelieving  Jews  the  doc- 
trine of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  if  it  had  been  a  fa^ 
vourite  article  with  the  hUiving  Jews  f   If  this  \md\ 
been  the  cafe,  it  could  not  but  have  been  known  to  al 
the  world  i  and  therefore  all  the  offence  that  it  coulc 
have  given  would  hive  been  unavoidable.     So  that 
this  fuppofed  caution  of  the  evangelifts,  &c-  would . 
have  come  too  late,  and  would  have  anfwcrcd  naj 
purpofe  whatever. 

This  caution,  therefore,  muft  neceffarily  have 
fpefted  thofe  perfons  into  whole  hands  the  gofpclst^ 
&c.  were  moft  likely  to  come,  and  who  wouici 
give  the  moft  attention  to  them ;  and  thefc  wer 
certainly  the  believing  Jews,  and  the  chrift  tan  worlcf| 
at  large,  and  not  unbelievers  of  any  nation,      Ani 
we  are  authorized  to  conclude  that,  in  the  opinion^ 
of  the  writers  who  have  fpoke  of  it,  of  whatever' 
weight  that  opinion  may  be,  this  caution  in  divulg- 
ing the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  ne- 
ceflary  with  refpeft  to  the  great  body  of  chriftians 
themfelves,    and  efpecially   the   Jewifh   chriftians. 
Confequently,  they  muft  have  fuppofed  that  ac  the 
time  of  thefe  publications,  which  was  about  A.  D, 
64,  the  doflrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  not 
generally  held  by  chriftians,  and  that  there  would 
have  been  danger  of  giving  them  great  offence  if  it 
had  been  plainly  propofed  to  them  by  the  apoftles 
themfelves.     At  this  time,  therefore,  it  may  be  in- 
ferred, that  in  the  opinion  of  thefe  writers,  the  chrif- 
tian  church  was  principally  uniurian,  bclieying  only 
I  the 
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the  (imple  humanity  of  Chrift,  and  knowing  no« 
thing  of  his  divinity  or  pre-exiftence.  - 

From  the  acknowledgment  which  thefe  ortho* 
dox  fathers  could  not  help  virtually  making 
[for  certainly  they  would  not  do  it  unneceflarily 
tiny  more  than  yourfelf)  that  there  were  great 
riumbers  of  proper  unitarians  in  the  age  of  the 
apoftles ;  it  fecms  not  unreafonable  to  conclude, 
that  there  were  great  numbers  of  them  in  the  age 
immediately  following,  and  in  their  own ;  and 
:heir  knowledge  of  this  might  be  an  additional 
rcafon  for  the  opinion  that  they  appear  to  have 
brmed  of  that  prevalence  in  the  apoftolic  age. 
Would  thofe  fathers  have  granted  to  their 
enemies  fpontaneouQy,  and  contrary  to  truth, 
hat  the  Jews  were  ftrongly  prepoffeffcd  againft 
:he  dodrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  and  that 
he  unit2irians  were  a  formidable  body  of  chrif. 
ians  while  the  apoftles  were  living,  if  it  had 
icch  in  their  power  to  have  denied  the  fads? 
rhie  confequence  of  making  thefe  acknowledge 
hents  is  but  too  obvious,  and  mxiA  have  appeared 
b  to  them,  as  well  as  it  now  docs  to  you,  which 
nakes  you  fo  unwilling  to  make  it  after  them. 

You  fay  that  the  unitarian  Jews  mentioned  by 
\.thana{ius  were  not  chriftians,  and  that  the  Gen- 
lies  to  whom  they  taught  the  dodrine  of  the 
lumanity  of  the  Mefliah  were  mere  heathen 
arstks.  "  Haye  you  forgotten,  Sir,"  you  fiiy, 
H3  p.97* 
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p,  97.  '*  have  you  never  known,  or  would  yo* 
**  deny>  what  is  not  denied  by  candid  infidelsf 
*^  that  the  expeftation  of  a  great  deliverer,  or  be- 
«*  nefaftor  of  mankind^  was  univerfal  even  in  the 
**  Gentile  world,  about  the  time  of  our  lord's  ap- 
•*  pearance/*  This,  however,  I  do  very  much 
queftion,  and  1  fhould  be  glad  to  know  the  nannci 
"of  the  candid  infidels  who  have  acknowledged  k^ 

An  expeftation  of  a  Mefliah  certainly  exiftcd 
ftmong  the  Jews,  and  of  courfc  among  their  pro* 
fclites ;  but  if  any  fuch  idea  had  been  univerfal 
»mong  the  Gentiles,  fo  ^s  to  intereft  them  in 
difcuflions  about  the  nature  of  this  great  dcli^ 
verer,  as  whether  he  was  to  be  God  or  man,  &€» 
we  Ihould  certainly  have  perceived  fomc  tracei 
of  it  in  their  writings.    It  might  have  been  ex- , 
pefted  that,  on  account  both  of  the  interefting  na*| 
ture,  and  of  the  obfcurity,  of  the  fubjeft,  thcr^ 
would  have  been  diilereiit  opinions  about  i^' 
that  it  would  have  been  a  common  topic  in  their 
philofophical  fchools  %  and  that  their  hiftorians 
would  have  given  fome  account  of  the  origin  ^d 
foundation  of  this  univerfal  opinioii. 

Y^u  will  produce,  I  fuppofe,  VirgiPs  fixth 
eclogue.  Bur,  Sir,  can  you  believe  that  even 
Virgil  himfeif  really  expefted  any  fiich  perfon  u 
he  defcribes  ?  The  ufe  that  the  poets  might 
Ifiake  of  a  vague  report  of  a  prophecy,  brought 
probably  from  the  caft,  and  uUimatcly   (j<^ 
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the  Jewilh  fcripturcs.  (but  ferioufly  believed  by 
no  perfon  that  we  know  of)  merely  to  embelliih 
a  poem,  is  one  thing;  but  theaftual  andunivcr- 
ial  expedation  of  fuch  a  perfon^  is  agothejr. 

lam,  &c. 
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Of  the  Time  when  Cbriji  began  to  be  conjidered  as  God, 
and  the  Opinion  of  the  ancient  and  modem  Jews 
with  refpeSt  to  the  Meffiab. 

Rev.  Sir, 

T  Took  the  liberty  to  requeft  that  you  would 
^  endeavour  to  fix  the  time  when  the  apoftles 
and  primitive  chriftians^  began  to  confider  Chrift 
as  God,  or  even  the  maker  of  the  world  under 
God  5  taking  it  for  granted,  that  at  the  firftthey 
fuppofed  him  to  be  a  mere  man.     This  I  thought 

00  perfon  living  would  have  denied.  That  the 
Jews  expeded  only  a  man  for  their  Melfiah  is 
clearly  fuppofed  by  Juftin  Martyr,  and  all  the 
chriftian  fathers.  The  Jews  of  their  time  were 
perpetually  objeding  to  the  chriftian  dodrine  on 
account  of  their  making  Chrifl  to  be  a  God,  and 

1  have  no  doubt,  but  that  the  txpedation  of  the 

H4  Jews 


7 


ro4  L  E  T  T  E  R  S    T  O    T  H  E 

Jews  at  this  day  is  rhc  fame  with  that  of  their  an* 
ceftors  two  thoufand  years  ago* 

Yoq^  Sir,  have,  however,  ventured  tq  denysll 
this.  Speaking  of  the  apoftles,  you  fay,  p.  107- 
that  '*  from  their  firft  acknowledgment  of  our 
**  Lord  as  the  Meffiah,  they  equally  acknow* 
**  ledged  his  divinity.  The  Jews,"  you  fay,  p. 
^'  109,  ^'  in  Chrift's  days  had  notions  of  a  trinity 
^*  in  the  divine  nature.  They  expected  the  fc- 
**  cond  perfon,  whom  they  called  the  Logos,  to 
**  conne  as  the  McfTiah*.  For  the  proof  of  thcfc 
**  afTertions  I  refer  you  to  the  work  of  the  learned 
'*  Dr.  Peter  Allix,  entitled  The  Judgment  ofthim- 
**  dent  Jiwip  Church  againji  the  Unitariami  % 
*'  work  which  it  is  to  be  hoped,  Sir,  you  will 
*^  carefully  hok  thrgugb  before  you  fend  abroad 
**  your  intended  View  of  the  do£!rim  of  the  firjt  a^u 
**  cQncermng  Chriji" 

When  my  ftock  of  amufement  from  the  writ- 
ings of  hifhop  Bull  is  exhauftedj  which  is  by  no 

*  On  this  fubjeft  the  opinipn  of  the  Fathers  is  unaoinofl^ 
and  againft  Dr.  {iorfley.  They  fay  indeed  that  the  dodriftfi 
of  the  trinity  may  be  proved  from  the  Old  Teftament,  but 
that  it  was  delivered  fo  obfcurely,  on  account  of  tlM  proot- 
ftefs  of  the  Jews  to  idolatry,  that  they  did  not  undefltiipdHi 
Theodoret  fays,  Exiic/lw  yetp  EC^cuqsf  iypapiv,  0/  (jL^n  f<^f' 
UO'^eta't  rop  r:aripeL,  amyncuaf  to  J^i  ai^H  <arP0^i3t/«f« 
i.  e.  "  The  Jews  had  been  accuftomed  to  worfhip  the  Fatber 
**  only,  and  for  that  reafon  the  writer  of  the  epiftle  to  tM 
H  Hebrews  was  obliged  to  fay,  Bj  him  Itt  us  offer /a^JieuM 
V  Qq4  fiiHtiniMllj:'    Jq,  {ieb.  Opra,  vol.  Ill,  p,  ^61. 
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means  the  cafe  at  prcfcnt,  I  may  perhaps  throw 
away  a  few  (hillings  on  this  Dr.  AUix*.  In  the 
mean  time,  without  entering  into  a  large  difcuf- 
fion  on  the  fubject,  I  fhall  only  afk  you  a  queftion 
or  two  relating  to  it,  and  you  may  anfwer  me  out 
of  Dr.  Allix  if  you  pleafe.  Inform  me  then, 
if  you  can,  how  our  Saviour  could  poffibly,  oii 
your  idea,  have  puzzled  the  Jewifli  doftors,  as  he 
did,  reducing  them  to  abfolute  filence,  by  afking 
them  how  David  could  call  the  Meffiah  his  Lord, 
when  he  wag  his  fon.  Or  defcendant.  .  For  if  they 
had  themfelves  been  fully  perfwaded,  as  you  fup- 
pofe,  that  the  Meffiah,  though  carnally  de- 
icended  from  David,  was  in  faft  the  maker  and 
the  God  of  David,  and  of  them  all,  a  very  fatif- 
fadtory  anfwer  was  pretty  obvious.  Or  withouc 
afking  any  other  queftion  of  my  own,  what  fay 
you  to  Facundus,  quoted  above,  who  fays  that 
^'  Martha  and  Mary  would  never  have  faid  to 
«*  Chrift  if  tbou  badft  been  here,  had  they  thought 
*^  him  to  be  God  omniprefent."  He  adds,  "  nci- 
**  ther  would  Philip  have  faid  to  him  Shew  us  the 
•*  Father^  if  he  had  entertained  any  fuch  idea  of 
^'  hini." 

Facundus  alfo  fays  that  the  Jews  always  had 
expefted,  and  in  his  time  did  expedt,  a  mere  man 
for  their  Mefliah,  "  They  did  not  know,*'  he 
fays,  "  that  Chrift,  the  Son  of  God,  was  God, 

*  Some  account  of  Dr.  Allix's  opinion,  and  Mo  of  the 
fonfaution  of.  it  by  Prideaux  and  Capellus,  may  be  feen  in 
Mr.  Lindfy^t  Jpohgjf  p.  88.  Note. 
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**  but  they  thought  that  Chrift  would  be  a  mcfc 
"  maDi  which  any  one  may  perceive  that  the 
"  Jews  at  this  time  alio  think*." 

I  am  willing,  however,  to  confidcr  a  few  of 
the  things  which  you  have  advanced,  in  order  to 
give  fome  degree  of  ptaufibility  to  this  ftrangp 
hypoihefis.     **  So  far/'  you  fay^  p,  107.  ^' as  they 
"  (the  apoftles)  believed  in  Jefus  as  the  Mefliah, 
«  in  the  fame  degree  they  underftood  and  ac- 
"  knowledged  his  divinity.     The  proof  which! 
"  have  to  produce  of  this  from  holy  writ  confifts 
"  of  too  many  particulars  to  be  diflindly  enunie- 
'*  rated  in  the  courfe  of  our  prcfent  correlpond- 
*^  encc-     I  Ihall  mention  two,  which  to  any  but 
**  a  decided  unitarian  will  be  very  ftriking,    Na- 
■*  thaniel's  firft  profcflTion,  and  Peter*s  conftcr- 
*'  nation  at  the  miraculous  draught  of  fifhes.    It 
**  was  in  NathanieFs  very  firft  interview  with  our 
*^  Lord  that  he  exclaimed  Rabbit  thou  art  the  Spj^ 
**  GfGt^d!  ibou  art  the  king  cf  I/raei -,  and  this  de- 
^^  claration  was  drawn  from  Nathaniel  by  fom^ 
"  particulars  in  our  Lord's  difcourfe,  which  h^ 
'*  feems  to  have  interpreted  as  indications  of  on^  ^ 
"  nifcience.     When  Simon  Peter  faw  the  nurr^ 
"  bcr  of  fifhes  taken  at  a  fingle  draught,  whe:* 
'*  the  net  was  cad  at  our  Lord's  command,  afte^- 
"  a  night  of  fruitlefs  toil,  he  fell  down  at  th^ 

*  Sed  non  propterea  Chrlflum  dei  filiuni,  deum  rdebmc  ^ 
lominem  autem  purum  arbitrati  funi  C h rift unur--^ Quod  eliai** 
nunc  piiuntfs  J iidacos  quiUbet  Yidebic.     Lib.  IX.  cap.  um^ 

**  knees 
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^  knees  of  Jefus,  faying.  Depart  frommc,  fcr  I 
**  aiT)  a  finful  man,  O  Lxurf.  Peter  s  confterna- 
^'  tion  was  evidently  of  the  famefort  of  wlydiivc 
'*  read  in  the  worthies  of  earlier  ages,  upon  any 
**  extraordinary  appearance  of  the  light  of  tkc 
^^  Shcclinah,  which  was  founded  on  a  notion  that 
a  finful  niortal  might  not  fee  God  and  live." 


-€£ 


With  refpca  to  Nathaniel's  caUkig  Jcfos  the 
Son  of  Godj  this  phrafe  was,  in  the  mouth  of  a 
Jew,  fynonimous  to  the  Mejfab,  or  Son  of  Davids 
and  it  is  fully  explained  by  the  fubfequent  cxpreC* 
lion  of  Nathaniel  himfclf,  viz.  King  of  Ifrad^  and 
therefore,  the  Jewilh  doctors,  expcding  oothidg 
more  in  their  Mefliah  than  a  glorious  King  of 
Jfrael^  fuch  as  David  had  been,  could  not  give  any 
fetisfaftory  reafon  why  David  (hould  call  him  Lor4^ 
having  no  notion  of  his  fpiritual  kingdom,  excetid* 
ing  to  all  mankind.  If  the  mere  appellation  Son 
cfGod^  implies  equuUty  vnib  God^  Adam  muft  have 
been  a  God,  for  he  is  called  the  Son  of  God,  Luke 
iii.  38.  Solomon  alfo  muft  have  been  God ;  and 
fo  muft  all  chriftians,  for  they  are  called  Sons  of  God. 
%  John  iii.  2.  John  i.  1%.  Rom.  vSi.  14.  PbiL 
ii.  15. 

As  you  are  fo  intimately  acquainted  with  the  Fa^* 
thers,  you  muft  have  known  the  conftruftion  ths|t 
Chryfoftom  puts  upon  the  language  of  Nathaniel  ^ 
and  as  he  was  unqucftionably  orthodox,  I  (hould 
have  thought  that  it  might  have  had  fome  weight 
with  you.    He  fays,  that "  in  this  fpecch  Nathaniel 

"  confeffcd 
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"  confcflfcd  Chrift  as  a  man,  as  appears  by  his  add^ 
^*  irg,  Tbm  ar(  she  King  &/  J/rseL'*  In  John, 
Opera,  voL  VIII.  p,  jo6. 

As  to  what  you  call  amnifdence,  you  will  hardly 
lay  it  was  a  greater  degree  of  knowledge  thaa  it  is 
in  the  power  of  God  to  impart  to  a  man.  After  oar 
Saviour  had  performed  what  you,  I  fuppofej  will 
call  an  aft  q(  omnip9tinci^  all  the  conclufmn  that  the 
fpeftators  drew  from  it  was,  that  G^d  bad  givm 
fucb  power  unt^  men.  Matt*  ix*  8-  They  did  not 
infer  from  it  that  he  himfelf  was  God,  or  pre- 
tended to  be  God  ;  and  yet  they  probably  thought 
that  he  was  the  Meffiah- 

As  to  the  confternation  of  Peter,  I  lliould  imagine 
that  by  the  fame  mode  of  interpretation  you  might 
conclude  that  the  widow  of  Zarcphath  took  Elijah 
to  be  a  God ;  for  on  the  death  of  her  fon,  flie  faid, 
I  Kings  xvii.  i8.  What  have  I  to  do  with  tba^  0 
jbou  man  of  God^  arl  thou  come  to  me  to  call  wyftm 
ia  nmchibranci^  and  tojlay  my/on  ?     Pray,  Sir*  why 
might  not  the  exclamation  of  Peter  be  confidereA 
^s  being  of  the  fame  nature  with  that  of  this  woman? 
The  language  is  very  fimilar,  and  I  will  not  anfwer 
for  it,  but  that  you,  not  being  a  decided  unitarian^ 
may  really  be  of  opinion,  that  (he  took  the  pro-- 
phet  to  be  God  incarnate. 

Your  proof  of  the  dodlrine  of  the  trinity,  from  a 
;vcrfe  in  the  firft  fermon  of  Peter  on  the  day  of  Pcn- 
tecoft,.  is  particularly  curious.    It  is  as  fallows: 
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A€ts  ii.  33.  Jefus  being  by  the  right-band  cf  Gody 
exaltedy  and  having  received  of  the  Father  the  pro- 
mife  of  the  holy  ^hoft^  has  fi/; J  forth  tifiSy  iSc.     **  I 
'*  Ihall  maintain,*'  you  fay,  p.  10 1.  *'  that  the  three-  ^ 
«^  perfons  are  diftinftly  mentioned,  in  a    manntr 
*'  which  implies  the  divinity  of  each."     Well  may 
you  fay,  p.  102.  that  you  (hall  "  argue  thus  for 
•*  the  edification  of  your  own  flock,  but  wiih  little 
"  hope  oinrf  convidion,  from  Peter's  firft  fcrmon." 

Indeed,  Sir,  I  fee  nothing  in  this  paflage  but  a^ 
perfedt  a  dependence  of  Chrift  tspon  God  as  any 
man  can  have.  Why  fliouid  Chrift  receive  the 
Holy  Spirit  from  the  Father,  according  to  a  pre- 
ceding promife,  if  he  had  been  as  much  in  the  power 
of  the  Son  as  of  the  Father  ?  And  why  muft  the  Holy 
Spirit  be  fo  much  at  the  abfolute  difpofal  of  either  of 
tliem,  if  he  was  God  in  his  own  right,  and  of  courfe 
independent,  as  much  as  the  Father  himfclf  ? 

The  Father,  you  fay,  "  is  diftinguiflied  from  the 
•*  Son  by  not  being  called  God  in  this  place.  Pa- 
^'  tcrnity  is  the  property  that  diftinguilhes  the  pcr- 
'*  fon.  But  from  whom  is  this  firft  principle  d*f- 
••  tinguilhed  ?  From  his  creatures  ?  P>om  them  he 
*'  were  more  fignificantly  diftinguiflied  by  the  name 
*'  of  God.**  But,  Sir,  to  adopt  your  own  language, 
have  you  forgot,  or  did  you  never  learn,  that  we, 
who  arc  mere  mortal  men,  are  uught  to  addrcfs  God 
by  the  appellation  of  Father^  as  well  as  that  Chrift 
himfeif  prayed  to  God  by  the  fame  title  ?  What 
weight  then  is  there  in  the  argument  that  you  draw 
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from  this  circumftancc  ?  Incfeed,  Sir,  you  multte 
happy  in  a  very  tradable  flock,  if  luch  provifion  ai 
this  will  fatisf^  them.  You  woyld  make  a  fad  ex- 
change of  your  flock  for  mine.  If  liich  argutnentf 
do  not  of  thcmfclves  expofe  a  caufe^  I  do  not  know 
whac  can  do  it.  Ic  is  well  for  your  caofe  that  it  bai 
ether  fopports  befides  argumcnii. 

Confidering  the  cafe  of  Stephen,  which  is  yortf 
capital  argument  for  the  worth  ip  of  Jefus  Chrift# 
you  fay,  p.  102.   '*  What  could  be  the  blafphcmf 

^  againft  God"  (whh  which  he  was  charged)  "  whaj 
•'  was  tliere  in  the  doftrine  of  the  apoftlcs  which 

[  *'  could  be  interpreted  as  blafphemy  againft  God, 
**  except  it  was  this,  that  they  afcribtd  divinity  to 
•*  one  who  had  fuffcred  publicly  as  a  malefaftor?'' 
You  therefore  fay,  "  I  (hall  always  infift  that  the 
•■  bkffed  Stephen  died  a  martyr  to  the  deity  of 
**  Chrift/-  As  you  have  formed  this  refoluEion,  it 
woukl  be  prefumption  in  me  to  imagine  tliat  I 
could  change  it,  and  perhaps  all  your  opinions  are 
fls  fixed  as  the  laws  of  the  Mcdes  and  Perfians. 
Othcrwife  I  might  fuggeft  that  to  a  Jew,  blaf- 
phemy againft  Mofts,  by  whom  God  fpake,  would 
naturally  be  confidcrcd  as  blafphemy  againft  the  God 
by  whom  he  fpake;  on  the  fame  principle  as  our 
Saviour  fays,  Matt,  x-  40,  He  thai  reaivitb  you^  f'' 
cdvttb  m€\  and  be  ibat  receivetb  me^  recdmtb  b0 
s bat  fen f  me, 

Befides^  we  arc  exprefsly  told  what  was  thcil^ 
pbemj  with  wl^ch  Steplien  was  charged^  Afts  vk 
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i.i.  viz.  againfi  Mofes  and  agaifijl  Gody  againft  ibis 
holy  plact  and  the  law  \  and  this  is  fully  explained 
as  follows,  V.  14.  For  we  have  heard  him  fay ^  that 
ibisjefus  of  Nazareth  Jhall  deftroy  this  place ^  end 
change  the  cuftoms  which  Mofes  delivered  us.  This 
was  the  whole  of  the  accufation,  very  clearly  dated, 
and  where  do  you  find  any  thing  iaid  concerning 
the  deity  ofChrift. 

I  fliall  confider  another  of  your  curious  argu- 
inents.   You  fay,  p*  loi •  "I  fliall  particularly  dc- 
*^  fire  them'*  (i.  c.  your  gentle  flock  above  men- 
tioned). *^  to  remark,  that  it  is  faid  of  our  Lord 
^*  Jefus,  that  it  was  not  poliible  that  he  (hoald  be 
*^  holden  of  death.     The  exprefljons  clearly  im- 
••  ply  z,pbyjical  impqffibility.^     But  as  wc  read  that 
it  is  impoJibU  for  God  to  lie,  it  may  be  laid  that  as 
God  had  foretold  the,  refurredion  of  Chrifl:,  it 
^was  impoflible  but  that  it  muft  take  place.     As 
to  a  proper  natural  impoj/ibilityy  the  faftis  cl-early 
againft  you ;  for  if  it  had  been  naturally  impof^ 
fiblc  for  him  to  be  holden  of  death,  it  muft  cer- 
tainly have  been  naturally  impoflible  for  him 
to  have  died  at  all ;  and  if  death  could  hold  him 
ibree  days,  it  might  for  any  thing  which  appear* 
in  nature,  have  held  him  for  ever,  if  the  divine 
power,  a  power  foreign  to  himfelf,  had  not.in- 
tcrpofed,  •     Accordingly  we  read,  not  that  he 
raifed  himfelf,  but  that  God  raifed  him  from  the 
dead.     Ufe,  no  doubt,  will  reconcile  the  minds 
of  men  to  ftrange  conceptions  of  things,  and 
ftjrange  language  5  or  1  fliould  wonder  that  you 
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ihould  noc  be  fhocked  at  the  idea  of  G0d*s  dying, 
¥oT  when  you  fpeak  of  the  natural  impoflibility 
of  Chrift's  being  holden  of  death,  you  muft  cer- 
tainly have  an  idea  of  fomething  more  than  the 
dcQLth  o(  bis  iody. 

You,  Sir,  fuppofc  that  our  Lord's  difciples 
might  have  converfed  with  him  as  familiarly  as 
they  did,  and  have  taken  the  libertiei  with  him 
which  they  fometimes  did  (zs  wheni  Peter  Re- 
buked him  for  complaining  of  being  touched  in 
a  croud,  &c.  &c.)  and  yet  have  confidered  him  as 
their  God  and  maker.  You  fay,  p,  143.  "  the 
"  moft  that  could  be  inferred,  were  the  aflumjp*' 
"  tion  true,  would  be  fomething  ftrangc  iri  their 
"  cbnduft,  and  even  this  might  be  a  hafty  infer- 
*'  ence.  l^he  fmgularity  of  their  condud:  might 
"  difappear  if  the  accounts  they  had  left  of  our 
"  Lord's  life  on  earth,  and  of  their  attendance 
"  upon  him,  were  more  circumftantial.  But  the 
"  truth  is,  that  the  foundations  of  this  argument 
"  arc  unfound."  After  mentioning  inftanccs  in 
whicli  you  think  they  invoked  him  as  a  deity^ 
you  fay,  "  If  the  angels  Michael  or  Gabriel 
**  (hould  come  and  live  among  us  in  the  manner 
"  which  you  I'uppofe,  I  think  we  Ihould  foon  loic 
"  our  habinial  recollection  of  their  angelic  na- 
*'  ture.  It  would  be  only  occafionally  awakened 
"  by  extraordinary  incidents.  This,  at  leafty 
"  would  be  the  cafe  if  they  mixed  with  us  upon 
"  an  evenfootingy  without  affuming  any  badges  of 
**  diftindlion,  wearing  a  common  garb,  partaking 
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of  our  lodging,  and  of  our  board,  fufFcring  in 
the  fame  degree  with  ourfelves  from  hunger 
and  fatigue,  and  fceking  the  fame  refrelhments. 
The  wonder  would  be  if  angels,  in  this  difguife, 
met  with  any  other  refped:  than  that  which  dig- 
nity of  chara&er  commands^  and  fomething  of 
occalional  homage  when  their  miraculous  help 
was  needed.  This  was  the  refpeft  which  our 
Lord  met  with  from  his  followers." 

To  this,  I  can  only  fay,  th*t  I  am  really 
toniihed  how  you  can  entertain  the  idea  pf  any 
imber  of  perfons  living  on  this  even  footings 
you  call  it,  with  a  being  whom  they  actually 
iicvcd  to  be  the  maker  of  themfelves,  and  of 
I.  things,  even  the  eternal  God  himfelf.  Cer- 
inly.  Sir,  you  never  attcmpteci  to  realize  the 
c  idea,  or  even  thought  of  putting  yourfelf  in 
eir  place,  fo  as  to  have  imagined  yourfelf  in- 
>duced  into  the  aftual  prefcnce  of  your  maker,' 
,th^  form  of  man,  or  any  other  form  whatever. 
Duf  muft  have  been  overwhelmed  with  the  very 
fti^ht  of  it;  or  if  j^^«  fhould  have  had  thq 
rarage,  and  unparalleled  felf  poffeffion,  to  bear 
Iph  a  thing,  muft  there  not  have  been  numbers 
iio  would  have  been  filled  with  confternation  aC 
c  very  idea,  or  the  m^xt  fufficionj  of  thcper- 
a  they  were  fpcaking  to  being  really  Qod. 
Kd  yet  we  perceive  no  trace  of  any  fuch  con- 
STA&tion  and  4larm  in  the  gofpel  hiftory,  no 
Vk  of  aftonilhment  ift  the  difciples  of  our 
brd  in  confequencc  pf  the  belief  of  it,  and  no 
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marks  of  indignation  or  exclamation  of  blafphe- 
my,  &c*  againft  thofc  who  difbclievcd  it, 

I  am  furprized  to  find  how  very  differently 
you  think  from  your  'hfy  father  Athanaftus 
en  this  fubjeft.  He  fays»  *'  I  will  venture 
**  to  fajs  that  the  bleffcd  difciples  themJ elves, 
*'  had  no  perfc6t  pcrliiafion  concerning  his  divi- 
*^  niry,  till  the  defccnt  of  the  fpirit  at  Feme- 
"  coft*/* 

Chryfoftom  frequently  obferves  that  Chrrft  onlf 
intimated  his  divinity  obfcurely,  and  left  the  full  dif- 
covery  oF  it  to  his  apoftles.     Thus  he  fays,  that 
•'  he  himfelf  never  laid  plainly  that  he  made  the 
**  heavens  and  the  earth,  and  the  fea,  and  all  thii:^ 
"  vifible  and  invifibief.     And  why,"  fays  he,  **dt> 
•*  you  wonder  that  others  Ibould  have  faid  greater 
"  things  of  him  than  he  has  laid  of  himfelf,  when 
^'  he  explained  many  things  by  a^lions^  but  never 
*'  clearly  in  words.  That  he  made  man^  he  Iheifcd 
'*  clearly  enough,  as  by  the  blind  man  \  but  wkn 
**  he  was  difcourfing  about  the  formation  of  tk 
**  the  fiffl:  man,  he  did  not  fay  I  made  ibem^hni 
**  he  that  made  tbem^  made  them,  male  and  femab 
**  And  that  he  made  the  world  he  fignified  by  the 

CommuBi  EfTcntla.     Opera,  vol-  L  p.  137, 

i/pfi»ftirct,  r^  TfiCitGpjt7£*'D"«tWt  ^v}^  ^f^iif  e/^jtita  ^df^i  lifMKP' 
In  Matt,  V.  Opera,  vol.  VII.  p-  154. 
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«*  fllhcs,  by  the  wine,  by  the  loaves,  &c.— but 
•«  never  clearly  in  words**"  He  even  fays,  "  it  was 
•*  more  neceffary  to  be  concealed  from  his  difciples, 
*•  becauie  they  would  immediately  have  told  every 
•*  thing  through  an  excefsof  joy  t*'* 

"  Chrift,^'  he  fays,  ««  did  not  reveal  his  divinity 
•*  immediately  ;  but  was  firft  thought  to  be  a  pro- 
^^  phet,  and  the  ChrHt^  fimply  a  man,  and  it  after-" 
^*  wards  appeared  by  his  works^  and  his  fayings^ 
**  what  he  really  was  $•*' 

There  is  one  important  circumftance  relating  to 
tiiia  fubjeft,  of  which  you  have  taken  no  notice  at 
all,  which  is  this ;  If  the  apoftles  had  really  preached 
the  doftrinc  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  from  the  firft, 

^  X«i  Ti  •9'tftifut^tlf  u  iTipoi  /Kf i^orer  'artfi  avl^  %ifHKduftf 

J^KfVytAvi^   J'tA  Tiff  p»ft«t7«5F   ffAQif^  bX   iKiy%f  t  OTt  y*p  TOP 

J*f  ^ifi  Titf  iP  AfXJfi  vKA^iv^  0  K9y&»  wr  <et;T«  hk  w^iv  ori  ^ytt 
^Totn^A  Ah\*  0  'ifoino'a^  Afo-tv  jy  '^fiw  «  votno'iv  avth^,  ITtfA/r 
0Tt  Toy  M^iiof  f /i»/ui»pywtf-8r  J^  TA  tp  AVT»  J^fA  T9if  ly^^om 
J^im  7«  oirv  cTiflt  mp  ^fTtt;/  ^—^-^^ftiJLAfft  nJ^AfJiit  rtrro  VA^»i 
%i'jriP.   lo  Matt.  V.  Opera,  Vol.  VII.  p.  154. 

t  E/ii  y«p  Tf •<  KAV^APUi',    J^  llAKl^A  f TI  T«r  UA^tlTVP  . 

^  >Ap  ft  'VoA.Xif^  }f<roF»^  'Vtfi'TA  iMfvlQAf.  Id  Mace.  cap.  Tiii. 
Opera,  vol.  VII.  p.  274* 

I  Ot;  y*p  i«^««^  ifMiK  e*i/T«  ritr  5'ioT»T«t  s^UrtApTTtr, 
iUOUt  4rp«Tor  f4«y  tr«/;A/^fTo  f ircei  v^o^mnf,  ^  XP'^®"'  tfTA^f 
€tr^p«»»©',  wripor  J^i  ip^rif,  J^i«  T«r  ify*^i^  %  ^*'''  fnf^^rm, 
7H79  oTfp  HI'.    la  JohaA.  Horn.  ii.  Opera,  vol.  VIII.  p.  «o. 
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and  confe^uently  it  Iiad  always  been  the  belief  df 
the  chriftkui  church,    the  unbelieving  Jews  muft 
have  heard  of  it     Would  they  not,  thefetbfe^  have 
objeded  to  k  as  loudly  as  they  did  in  tlic  timeS 
of  the  chriftian  Faihers,  and  as  rhey  do  at  this  day  I  j 
How  is  it  then,  that  neither  in  the  Ails  of  the  ApoW 
ties,  nor  in  a»y  of  the  epidles^^e  find  rhc  leaft] 
trace  of  any  fuch  objcdioDt  the  leafl  notice  of  it,  of  j 
the  moft  dillant  refertnce  to  it,  by  thofe  who  were 
conoertied  to  anfwcr  it.      The  moft  probable  con^   , 
clufion  fronn  this  fad  is^  that  no  fuch  offence  had  ^ 
been  given  lo  the  Jews,  the  apoftles  not  having 
preached  any  fuch  do<fi:rii>e- 

"V^irith  re(peft  to  the  time  when  our  Saviour's 
difciples  began  to  confidcr  him  as  God,  you  fay, 
p.  99.  that  I  am  the  perfon  moft  concerned  to 
find  thefolution.  I  told  you  in  my  former  letters, 
that  I  had  folved  the  difficulty  to  my  own  perfeft 
fatisfaftion  in  my  Hift^ry  §f  the  Corruptions  if 
Cbriftianity ;  where  I  fliewed  by  what  fteps  the 
idea  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  inrrodticed  I 
did  it  upon  my  own  hypothefis,  of  its  not  being 
an  original  dodrine^  but  a  corruption  of  clirifti- 
anityj  and  I  challenged  you  to  give  as  probable 
an  account  of  its  introduftion,  on  the  idea  of  iw 
being  no  corruption,  but  a  genuine  dodnne,  i«- 
vcalcd  at  fome  time  or  other  by  Chrift  to  thC| 
apoftles,  and  by  the  apoftles  to  the  body  of  chrtf* 
tians.  But  according  to  you,  it  required  ho  fc- 
velation  at  all.    The  whole  Jewilh  nation  were 
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ed  to  receive  their  W[cfliah  as  their  God, 
imediately  to  worftiip  him  accordingly. 

Lve  no  doubt,  however,  but  that  the  Jews 
•  Saviour's  time,  expefted  a  man  in  the 
ter  of  the  Melpah.  Mary,  hi^  mother,  evi- 
expedted  that  he  would  even  be  born  in 
lal  way,  of  two  human  parents  ;  for  when 
gel  informed  her,  (hat  fhe  fhould  conceive 
ng  forth  a  fon^  who  fhould  be  called  the 
the  bigbeftj  to  whom  God  %pould  give  the 
of  his  father  David^  fhe  replied,  Luke  i* 
w  Jball  this  he^  feeing  I  know  not  a  man  f  The 
s  evidently  appear  to  me  to  have  cpnfi- 
him  as  no  other  th^n  a  man,  and  they 
no  other  doiStrinc  after  our  Saviour*s 
We  perf  ^ivc  n()  trace  of  it  in  the  book 
3 ;  and  Athanafiust  Chiyfollom,  and  others 
Fathers,  pnly  pretend  that  they  taught  it 
zuticHy  fq  as  npt  to  give  niuch  alarm,  till 
)ublifhed  it  in  his  gofpel. 

\n  the  whole,  it  appears,  that  the  Jews  who 
r  Gentiles  into  the  belief  of  the  dodrine  of 
tple  humanity  of  Chrift  were,  according  to 
ifius,  chrifHan  Jews,  and  that  their  pro- 
were  chriftian  Gentiles.  It  is  perfedly 
ous  to  fuppofe  that  the  queftion  could  be 
king  to  any  others.  It  alfo  muft  have  been 
rtain  knowledge  of  great  bodies  of  unita- 
fews  and  Gentiles,  in  the  earlieft  times,  that 
cfe  Fathers  to  this  hypothefis,  to  account 
I  3  for 
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for  the  faft-  But  that  the  great  body  of  Jcwifli 
chriftians  fhould  be  unitarians  in  the  time  of  the 
apolUes  without  their  having  learned  that  doc- 
trine from  the  apoftks^  is  a  thing  that  I  cannot 
conceive.  Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
apoftles  took  any  umbrage  at  the  prevailing  doc- 
trine, but  connived  at  it  j  and  all  the  indignation 
they  exprcfled  againft  any  opinions>  was  againA 
thofe  of  the  Judaizing  teachers  and  the  Gnoftics, 

If  the  apoftl^s  did  thcmfelves  really  believe 
the  doftrinc  of  the  trinity,  they  muft,   at  leaft, 
have  had  no  high  idea  ofits  importance^  or  they 
could  ppvcr  have  been  fuch  tame  fpeclatorsof 
the  fpread  of  the  unitarian  doftrine  among  theif 
countryman,  and  from  them,  according  to  Atha- 
pafiusj  among  the  Gentiles,    How  would  Biihop 
Bull  and  the  Archdeacon  of  St-  Albans  have 
written^  if  they  had  been  in  the  fituatipn  ir>  which 
Epiphanius  and  all  the  F^^hfrs  place  the  apofllc 
John  when  he  wrote  his  epiftle  ?     Would  thef 
have  contented  themfelves  with  condemning  the 
dangerous  iienet  pf  the  unitarians  in,  ^Q.^oifUf 
than  one  claufe  of  a  fingle  fentence,  which  iikcr 
wife  contains  the  condemnation  of  the  Gnpftica? 
Would  they  not  have  thought  the  unitarian  the 
more  dangerous  herefy  of  the  two  ?   and  thcrcr 
fore  have  bent  their  chief  force  againft  it  ? 

It  is  remarkable,  however,  and  really  curious, 
that  before  the  unitarians  were  confidercd  as  he- 
retics. 
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recics,  wc  find  a  very  different  account  of  thd 
rcafons  that  induced  John  to  write  both  his  cpil^ 
tics  and  his  gofpel ;  Ignatius  fays  it  was  folely 
with  a  view  to  the  Gnoftics,  andfo  does  Irenasus, 
again  and  again.  This,  therefore,  was  the  more 
ancient  opinion  on  the  fubjedt;  and  I  doubt  not, 
the  true  one.  And  it  was  not  till  long  after  this 
(TertuUian,  I  believe,  is  the  firft  in  whom  it  oc- 
curs) that  it  was  imagined  that  the  apoftle  had 
any  view  to  the  unitarians  in  any  of  his  writings. 
This  is  a  circumftance  that  well  deferves  to  be 
attended  to. 

You  imagine.  Sir,  what  appears  very  extraor- 
dinary, indeed,  to  me,  that  the  Jews  will  be  eafily 
reconciled  to  the  dodrine  of  the  trinity,  and  will 
even  more  readily  embrace  chriftianity  on  the 
trinitarian,  than  on  the  unitarian  principle.  ^'  For 
**  the  Jews,"  yoitfay,  p.  151.  "  whenever  they 
**  begin  to  open  their  eyes  to  the  evidences  of 
"  our  Saviour's  miffion,  they  will  ftill  be  apt  to 
"  confider  the  New  Teftament  in  connexion 
•'with  the  Old.  They  will  look  for  an  agree- 
**  mcnt  in  principle,  at  leaft,  between  the  gofpel 
•*  and  the  law.  When  they  accept  the  chriftian 
"  dodrine,  it  will  be  as  a  later  and  a  fuller  dif- 
•*  covcry.  They  will  rejeft  it  if  they  confider 
'^  it  to  be  contradictory  to  the  patriarchal  and 
*'  Mofaic  revelations.  Succeffive  difcoveries  of 
*'  divine  truth  may  difil;r,  they  will  fay,^in  full- 
**  ncfs  and  perfpicuity,  but  in  principle  they  muft 
^*  harmonize,  as  parts  of  one  fyftem.    They  will- 

I  4  retain 
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^*  retain  fomc  veneration  for  their  traditional 
•*  doctrines  I  and  in  their  moft  ancient  Targtinns^^^^ 
**  as  well  as  in  allufions  in  their  facred  books^^ 
**  they  will  find  the  notion  of  one  godhead  in  i^ 
**  trinity  of  perfons,  and  they  will  perceiire  thac: 
**  it  was  in  contradiftion  to  the  chriftians  that  thc^ 
*^  later  Rabins  abandoned  the  notions  of  their** 
"  forefathers.  The  unitarian  fcheme  of  chriftia-^ 
"  nity  is  the  laft,  therefore,  to  which  the  Jews 
"  are  likely  to  be  converted,  as  it  is  the  moft  at 
"  enmity  with  their  ancient  faith,** 

So  diflferent.  Sir,  are  your  ideas  and  mine  on 
this  fubjcft^  that  one  would  think  we  had  never 
read  the  fame  aulhors,  or  lived  in  the  fame  world. 
Our  different  views  of  things  muft  have  arifen 
from  the  different  influences  to  which  our  minds 
have  been  expofcd  j  but  where  you  have  been,  or 
with  whom  you  have  livedo  I  cannot  trace.  Who 
thofe  lat€r  Rakim  were,  who  abandoned  the  notion 
of  their  fathers,  and  from  expelling  the  Mefliah 
to  be  Got],  adopted  the  idea  of  his  being  a  mere 
man  (a  procefs  which  I  fhould  think  not  very 
natural)  1  cannot  find.  Late  as  they  are>  they  m^ft 
have  been  earlier  than  Juftin  Martyr  ;  and  indeed  of 
this  memorable  change  of  opinion^  on  To  fundamental 
a  fubjed  I  find  no  trace  whatever.  Realty,  Sir, 
one  cannot  read  fuch  a  (hameful  perverfioa  and 
zhioixiit  making  of  ancient  hiftory,  with  reaped  to 
this  doi^rine  concerning  tjie  Mefliah,  as  well  as  to 
the  church  pf  jerufalem,  without  a  miztiHc  of 
contempt  and  indignation, 

Ifliall 
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I  Ihall  content  myfelf,  on  this  fubjed,  widi 
appealing  to  two  teftimonies.  One  of  them  is  that 
of  3arna^9  and  the  pcher  of  later  date. 

Bafnage,  I  fuppofe  yop  will  allow,  had  fuffi^ 
leiemiy  ftudied  the  l^iftory  ajnd  opinion^  pf  the  Jews; 
He  has  written  largely  on  the  fubjedt ;  and  yet, 
though  a,pinitarian  Mmlelf,  he  has  exploded  all  the 
pret^nces^  of  Cudworth  and  others  to  find  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity  eithefr  among  the  ancient  or  tha 
modern  Jews. 

'f  The  chriftians,  and  the  Jews,"  he  fays,  ^«  fe- 
y  paratcf  at  the  fccond  ftep  in  religion.  For  after 
•*  having  adored  together  one  God,  abfolutely  per- 
*'  fedi;,  they  find  the  moment  after  the  abyfs  of  the 
"  ^riniiy,  which  intircly  feparates  them.  The  Jew 
<f  conliders  ibree  perfons  as  thru  Gcds^  and  this 
•^  iriibeifm  Ihocks  him.  The  chriftian,  who  be- 
^*  lieves  the  unity  of  one  God,  thinks  that  the 
<<  father,  the  fon,  and  the  holy  fpirit,  Ibould  all  be 
*t  called  God,  and  have  the  iame  worftiip.  It  is 
*^  impoflible  to  reconcile  opinions  fo  contrary. 
•*  There  are,  however,  divines  bold  enough  to  at- 
•^  tempt  it*."    Y^u,  Sir,  are  one  of  thofe  bold 

divines^ 

*  *'  Les  chreuens  s'ecartent  des  Joifs  des  le  fecond  pat 
^'  qa'ils  font  dans  la  religion*  Carapres  avoir  ador6  enftnible 
"  un  dieuy  (buvtrainement  parfait,  lis  trbuvent  an  moment 
"  apres  I'abime  de  la  trinite,  qui  \ti  fepare,  et  les  eloigno 
"  fouverainement.  Le  Juif  regarde  trois  perfonnes  coromd 
''  trois  dieax,  et  ce  tritheifme  lui  fait  horreur.  Le  Chretien^ 
**  qni  croit  Tunite  d'un  Diea>  veuc  a  meme  terns  q'on  donne 

"ce 
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divines f  or>  if  not  bold  your  fc  If,  at  leaft  a  follower 
frf  the  bold- 

This  writer  alfo  fays  that  the  "  Jews  confider 
**  themfclvcs  ss  bearing  their  teftimony  to  the  unity 
**  of  God  among  all  the  pations  of  the  world +/* 
Deny  thefe  fads  if  you  can.  What  cugbu  or  what 
MUgbi  noiy  to  ofifend  the  Jews^  is  not  the  queftion* 
The  doftrine  of  the  trinity  does,  in  faft,  and  from 
the  time  that  it  was  ftarted  atv^ays  did,  oftend  the 
whole  body  of  the  Jews^  and  is,  no  doubt,  one  est 
the  greateft  obftacles  to  their  converGon, 

My  fccond  teftimony  I  fhall  give  in  the  poft- 
fcript  of  a  letter  from  a  correfpondent  in  the  Weft  of 
England,  in  the  year  177'^,  containing  the  opinion  of 
ft  learned  Jew,  whom  we  may  prcfume  to  be  now 
living,  and  in  this  country.  At  that  time,  he  muft  have 
been  in  tlic  neighbourhood  of  Barnftabk,  in  Devor^ 
fliire*  An  events  which  then  gave  me  much  con- 
cern, occafioned  the  difcontinuance  of  my  corre- 
fpondcnce  with  the  writer  of  chat  letter  5  and  though 
defirous  of  knowing  the  iffue  of  the  bufinttfs,  t 
have  not  learned  it.  If  this  publication  fhould  be 
the  means  of  bringing  me  acquainted  with  it,  I 
fliall  think   mylrlf  happy.      If  the   learned   Jew 

**  cc  titr«?  ay  pfrc,  au  fib,  au  Saint  Efprit,  et  q'on  Ics  adore, 
^*  ir  cil  impofTible  tie  concilier  des  opminns  il  contrairci  i 
"  ccpcmiant  il  y  a  de:  ihcobgiens  hardis  quiont  ttn\t  dt  Ic 
"  fnire.''    Hill,  des  jmh,  Lib,  IV.  cap.  m.  f.  1 . 

•  "  Les  temoinstle  TuniEc  de  Jku  dans  toiiici  lei  muons 
*'  da  mondc. '    lb.  Lib.  Vil.  cap,  x^^xiii.  f.  ij^ 

him- 
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faimfelf  (hould  meet  with  thefe  letters,  I  ihall  be 
very  glad  to  hear  from  him,  whatever  may  be  his 
prefent  thoughts  on  the  fqbjeft.  In  the  mean 
lime,  I  would  recommend  it  to  you»  Mr.  Arch- 
^  deacon,  to  enquire  of  any  Jews  now  liviqg,  and 
not  to  argue  from  fuppofitionSj  when  faHs  are 
within  your  reach. 

My  correfpondent's  poftfcript  is  as  follows.  ^*  I 
^f  have  lent  your  Infiitutes  to  a  fenfible  and  religious 
'<  Rabbi,  bred  at  the  univerfity  of  Halle.  He  has 
*^  read  them  with  great  care,  and  taken  curious 
^*  extradb  from  them.  The  clergyman  of  this 
^^  pari(h  warned  him  of  the  danger  of  your  workst 
'*-and  abufcd  me  for  lending  them  to  a  Jew.  The 
•**  latter  had  fenfe  enough  to  defpife  him,  and  told 
^^him  that  as  long  as  chrifUanity  was  thought 
^^  contradiftory  to  the  firft  law  of  Judaifm,  the 
^^  converfioii  of  his  brethren  would  be  impofliblet 
^*  The  parfon  wanted  to  baptize  him.  The  RabM 
'*  faid,  religion  was  a  ferious  matter,  and  he  would 
•^  be  a  convert  in  reality  before  he  would  be  one 
f^  in  profeifion.  He  has  been  much  with  me.  I 
^^  hope  to  be  able  to  fend  you  a  pleafing  account 
>?ofhim/' 

J  am,  5pc.    '  " 
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LETTER        XIL 

Of  the  PtrfaniJUation  cf  ibi  Lcgcu 

Rev.  SiR» 

^OU  ftill  deny  that  the  chriflian  Fathers  were 
^  acquainted  with  any  fucli  thing  as  the  ftrf^ 
mjicaikn^  thai  is,  ibi  nuiiifig  a  rml  mieiligens  perfom 
of  tlie  logos ,  or  wifdoni  f4  God  »  wliereas,  abftird 
as  I  acknowledge  the  nocioa  to  be,  it  was,  nioft 
indirpucably  the  real  do*5trine  both  t*f  Philo,  the, 
pktouiziog  Jew,  and  of  thole  who  were  called  flf*- 
fh&dcx  cbrifiiamy  who  platonized  likewife.  I  fpcak 
Within  compafs^  s^htn  I  fay  that  I  can  produce  hun- 
dreds of  palfagcs  which  prove  in  the  cleareft  manner, 
idiat  the  divinity  which  they  afcribed  to  Chrift  was 
the  very  fame  primipk  which  had  conftiEuttd  the 
wifd^m,  and  other  powirsy  of  God  ^he  Father  i  and 
xh^t  tb^generatim  of  ibi  S&n  was  the  comiprnc^ 
mentofthe  Asitcof  aifual  perfonalUy  of  the  kgc^ 
whether  in  time,  «$  fomc  thought,  or  from  aH 
eternity,  as  others,  which  latter  was  afcefwydi 
received  as  the  eftabliihcd  doc^ine. 

This  was  evidently  agreeable  to  the  principles 
of  thofe  platonifts,  from  whom  Philo  and  thofc 
chriftian  Fathers  derived  their  opinion,  and  if  you 
^ny  this,  a  child  as  you  call  me  in  platonifm, 
p.  15*  (which  however  does  not,  I  hope,  prevent 
2  mc 
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:ic  from  being  a  man  in  chriflrlanhy)  I  ihall  bfc 
bic,  as  you  will  fee  in  my  larger  work,  to  teach 
ou  what  you  arc  at  prefent  ignorant  of  with 
efpcCt  to  ?t.  If  this  kind  of  literature  be  youf^ 
>ame,  p.  163,  I  muft  fay  that  you  have  been  a 
onfiderftble  time  frof^  borne,  and  that  you  are  at 
>refent  unacquainted  with  feveral  apartments  in 
/our  own  hcufe.  I  (ball  then  wait  upon  you  ac 
this  houfe  of  yours,  and  endeavour  to  point  them 
dot  to  you. 

/"With  reQ)eft  to  my  quotation  from  Athena- 
goras,  and  my  account  of  his  meaning,  you  are 
pitAkd  to  fay,  p.  124,  '*  it  only  ftoiflies  the 
^. proof,  if  it  was  before  dcfcftive,  of  your  in*- 
«•  competency  in  the  fubjcA.  4t  flidWs  that  yon 
**  Hre  fo  little  acquainted  with  platonilh),  that 
••  ycHir  mind  cannot  readily  apprehend  a  platonic 
••  notion,  when  k  is  clearly  fet  before  you.  What 
"  you  take  for  my  mere  conjefture>  viz.  that 
••  fbe  external  difflaj  of  power,  is  the  thing  that  is 
•*  called  generation,  is  the  express  afTertion  of 
•*  Athenagoras,  in  the  very  paflage  which  you 
••  have  quoted." 

On  the  Contrary,  I  maintain  that,  ff  your  ex^ 
ternal  dij^lay  of  power  be  any  thing  different  from 
what  I  have  called  the  perfonijication  of  the  logoff 
or  his  becoming  ^  ;^^rr  p^/c^»,  fo  as  to  be  God, 
in  himfelf  confidered,  it  is  conrradlfted  by  Athe- 
nagdras  in  this  very  p^lfagc,  as  well  as' by  alt  the 
chriftiaa  writers  who  treat  of  the  fubjeA.    Inthii 

paflage 
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^affagc  he  calls  the  Son  "  the  firft  produaion  of 
**  the  Father^  not  that  he  was  ever  properly  madcr** 
(that  is,  out  of  nothing)  *^  for  God  being  an 
,*•  eternal  mind,  had  logos  always  in  hinnfeIC 
**  being  always  j^ayi^^  i*  that  is,  being  always  t 
reafonable  intelligent  being.  Now^  Sir,  what 
could  any  man  mean  by  this  expreffion^  but  that 
before  this  circumftancc,  or  event  (which  I  call 
the  ptrfonificMtim  of  the  logos,  and  you  the 
gxternal  difpiay  of  bis  pmjoers)  took  place>  there  was 
no  more  a  proper  trinity  of  pcrfons  in  God,  than 
there  is  in  ifiaifi  for  God,  like  man,  was  rfien 
fimply  Ao;^fj£^,  an  intelligent  being v  wifiJom^  or 
jntelligence,  being  one  of  his  attributes.  Many  of 
the  Fathers  ufc  this  comparifon,  fuppofing  the  logm 
in  God  to  have  been  originally  exaftly  fimilar  to 
hgss^  or  reafon  in  man.  Now  are  there^  think 
you,  or  was  ir  ever  imagined  that  there  were,  proper 
<lift]n£l  perfons  in  die  mind  of  man,  merely  becaufc 
that  mind  was  h^tn.^  rmional?  The  very  ex- 
preflion  excludes  this  idea,  and  maft  have  been 
intended  to  exclode  it. 

But  according  to  all  the  orthodox  Fathers»  after 
this  generation  of  the  Son  (who  before  was  nothing 
more  with  refpeft  to  the  Father  than  reafon  is  with 
rcfpedt  to  man)  he  affumed  a  proper  diftinff  fer* 
fonalUy  \  and  this  generation  was  with  a  view  to  the 
produdbion  of  material  beings>  and  not  the  pro- 
duAion  itfelf,  or  the  difpiay  of  powers  in  that 
produdion.  For  this  generation  was  reprefented 
as  the  proper  a0  of  the  eternal  Faibery  whereas 

the 
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the  difplay  of  powers  in  the  produftbn  of  material  v 
beings  (if  I  muft  adopt  your  quaint  language)  was 
according  to  them,  the  proper  act  of  the  Son.  Ac- 
cording to  them  it  certainly  was  the  Son,  and  not 
the  Father,  who  was  the  immediate  maker  of  all 
things.  In  my  opinion  Athenagoras's  notion  was, 
that  this  generation  of  the  Son  took  place  in  timt^ 
and  not  from  all  eternity }  becaufe  he  fays  that  from 
the  beginning,  or  from  eternity,  God  was  fimply 
9^u  a  mind^  having  logos  in  himfelf^  as  being 
always  Ao^/*©-,  rtafonabk^  or  intilligtni. 

Athenagoras,  however,  as  appears  from  this  very 
pafiage,  the  beginning  of  which  I  quoted,  was 
▼ery  far  from  having  a  notion  of  three  diftinft 
perfons  in  the  trinity.  For  though  he  thought^ 
with  Juftin  Martyr,  that  the  Ugos^  from  the  ticna 
of  his  generation,  afibmed^a  permamui  perfonaliiy^ 
the  holy  fpirit  did  not,  but  was  like  a  beam  of  the 
fun^  fomettmes  emitted  from  the  Father,  and  fomc- 
times  drawn  into  him  again,  agreeably  to  the  philo- 
fophy  of  thofe  times  concerning  the  fun  and  his 
light.  This  was  alio  the  kind  of  perfbnal  exiftence 
that  Juftin  Martyr  faid  that  ibme  perfons  in  his 
time  afcribed  to  the  Son,  and  which  was  alk>  &id 
to  have  been  the  dodrine  of  Marcellus  of  Ancyra* 

You  fay,  p.  123,  that  "  TcrtulHan,  to  prevent 
•^  the  very  conclufion  which  you  draw  from  this 
•*  analogy,  that  the  logos  was  aC  fonje  time  or 
•«  another  a  mere  attribute,  remarks  that  nothing 
^  empty  or  unfubftanual  can  proceed  from  God. 

•*  For 
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**  For  the  divine  nature  admitting  neither  quality 
•*  nor  accident*  every  thing  belonging  to  it  mult 
**  be  fubftance/*     This  argument/*  you  add,  "  is; 
♦*  ably  ftated  in  the  Dialogues  of  the  learned  Dr. 
"  Leflie/* 

This  indeed^  Sifj  is  an  argument  that  requir 
both  an  abk  fiatingj  and  an  abk  defeme  i  for^  in 
irfelf,  nothing  can  be  more  weak*  What,  think 
you*  could  the  Fathers  mean  by  faying  that,  after 
the  emiflion  of  the  logos*  the  original  divine  mind 
was  not  deftitute  of  kgos  f  Did  they  not  mean  that 
he  was  not  deftitute  of  r€afon^  or  underftanding  ? 
Is  there  not  then  ncceflarily  implied  an  identity  of 
nature  between  the  iog{?s  emUud^  and  hg(^i  reiaimdf 
Docs  it  not  follow  from  hcnce^  and  from  its  being 
faid  that  the  father  was  ftill  Kmym'S^^  ramnai^  that 
they  were  both  originally  what  we  call  red/an? 
Nay,  do  not  fome  of  the  Fathers  compare  the  em  i  (Hon 
of  the  logos  from  God  to  the  eniiflion  of  reafon 
from  man,  in  difcourfing  with  one  another  ? 

You  fay,  for  it  x^you  that  fay  this  (I  have. met 
with  nothing  fo  very  abfurd  in  Tertullian)  that 
«'  the  divine  nature  admitting  neither  quality  nor 
"  accident,  every  thing  belonging  to  it  mull  be- 
**  fubftance/*  The  divine  being  then  has  no 
frofertieSy  no  attributes^  no  perf elf  ions  at  all,  which 
is,  in  faft,  denying  his  very  being;  for  whatis 
being  without  properties?  Pray,  Sir,  has  the  Son 
or  the  Holy  Spirit,  any  attributes  ?  In  all  mf 
reading  I  d6  not  remember  to  have  met  with 

any 
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my  abfurdity  ecjual  to  this,  except  your  own  pe- 
:uliar  conceit,  that  "  one  mihd  can  beget  an- 

*  other  by  the  contemplation  of  its  perfeftions'* 
'now  c^Ucd  fuijiances)  a  notion  which  you  afcribe 
:o  all  the  Fathers^  though  I  will  venture  to  fay  it 
s  not  to  be  found  in  any  of  them.  Strange 
Jnough,  to  be  fure>  are  fome  of  their  conceits, 
3tit  not  quite  fo  ftrange  and  abfurd  as  this. 
There  is,  as  /ou  fomewhere  juftly  obferve,  a 
progrefs  in  abfurdity^  as  well  as  in  truth. 

Ladlantius,  you  acknowledge,  exprefles  him- 
elf  clearly  enough  according  to  my  idea  of  this 
fubjed,  but  you  difpofe  of  his  orthodoxyy  as  you 
iid  of  Origen's  veracity.  You  boldly  deny  it. 
This,  indeed,  is  a  very  compendious  method  of 
mfwcring  me.  But,  Sir,  the  queftion  is  not 
vhom  you  are  now  pleafcd  to  call  orthodox,  but 
vho  was  deemed  to  be  fo  in  the  age  in  which 
;c  lived.  Now  I  challenge  you  to  prove  that 
uiy  writer  of  the  age  of  Laftantius  confidered 
lim  as  heterodox.  Indeed  it  was  very  unlikely 
hat  the  man  who  was  chofen  tutor  to  a  fon  of 
^onftantine,  fhould  have  been  a  perfon  of  that 
:lafs. 

In  order  to  undervalue  this  excellent  writer,^ 
rou  fay,  p.  1 29.  that  "  he  afcribed  a  beginning  to 
'  the  exiftence  of  the  eternal  Father.  No  wonder 

*  then,"  you  add,  "  that  he  fhould  afcribe  a  be- 
'*  ginning  to  the  Son*s  exiftence.  You  are  wcl- 
^*  come,  Sir,'*  you  fay,  "  to  any  advantage  you 

K  may 
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*'  may  be  able  to  derive  from  the  authority  of 
**  fuch  a  writer/*  Laftantitis,  however,  can- 
didly cooftrued,  may  perhaps  be  faid  only  to 
have  ufed  an  improper  cxprcffion^  namely,  that 
God  made  hmfeifj  meaning  no  more  than  we  do 
when  we  fay  that  God  hfelf-exijiintj  which Jn 
faft,  implies  the  very  contrary  of  wliat  you  afcrib« 
to  him.  He  advances  this  in  proof  of  his  gell^ 
ral  maximy  Nee  enim  poteft,  iit  ab  uUo  effc  ge- 
neratuSy  qui  ipfe  univerfa  generavit,  be  canmt  k 
created  of  anj  who  bimfdf  created  all  things ^  whiclv 
dearly  implies  that  he  could  not  be  created 
at  all.  For  thougli  the  tMng  made  had  a  be^ 
ginning^  the  wj^iifr  could  have  none;  and  who 
was  the  maker  in  this  cafe,  but  God  himfelf! 
The  term  felf-fxifient  is,  in  fad  (as  will  appear  if 
it  b^  analized)  equally  improper;  for  it  im- 
plies that  God  is  the  caufe  of  his  own  exiftence. 
For  this  reafon,  fome  who  wilh  to  fpeak  wiih 
cxaftnefs,  avoid  that  term,  and  rather  fay  that 
God  is  eterttdl  i  but  they  do  not  tax  thofe  who 
ufe  the  the  v^ord  felf- exigent  with  really  believing  , 
that  God  had  a  beginning,  I 

Whatever  miftakes  Laftantius  may  be  ftp- 
pofed  to  have  made  as  a  metapky^cian^  it  docs 
not  appear  that  in  his  own  time  he  was  charged' 
with  any;  and  they  might  have  been  as  litdc 
noticed  ftill,  if  he  had  been  a  found  divine ;  and 
though  you  fuppofe  that  he  afcribed  a  beginning 
to  the  eternal  Father,  yet,  if  you  had  found  that 
from  the  moment  of  the.  Father's  exiftcncc^  that 
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e  Son,  had,  in  his  idea,  commenced  alfo,  you 
d  perhaps  have  contented  yourfclf  with 
ng  at  his  notion,  or  at  Icaft  have  abated  of 
cverity  of  your  cenfure. 

)nfl:antine,  whom  you  quote,  p.  127.  as  in 
favour,  is  dircftly  againft  you.  Taking 
own  words,  he  fays,  '*  the  Son  was  begot-  ' 
I,  or  rather  he  himfelf  came  forth  (being 
en  ever  in  the  Father)  for  the  fetting  in  or-r  ' 
r  of  the  things  which  were  made  by  him. 
?re/*  you  fay,  ^*  the  emperor  expounds  ^^- 
ation  hy  coming  forth.''  But  then,  Sir,  he 
not  fay  that  this  generation^  or  coming  fortb^ 
:he  fame  thing  with  the  Jetting  in  order  the 
s  that  were  made  by  him  j  but  it  was  evidently 
thing  that  took  place  previous  to  tKis  fetting 
ier,  and  with  a  view  to  it  j  fo  that  this  iDyf- 
us  generation  preceded  what  you  quaintly 
the  projeilion  of  energies,  and  was  not  the 
thing  with  it. 

3U  ftill,  likewife  confound  the  doftrine  of 
s,  p.  116.  with  that  of  the  perfonification  of 
^ogoSy  than  which  no  two  things  were  more 
rent,  having  always  been  oppofed  to  each 
:>  as  you  m.i)ft  have  known^  had  you  been  (9 

read,  as  you  pretend,  to  be,  in  the  ancient 
jfiaftical  writers,  fince  a  great  proportion  of 

works  is  occupied  in  the  difcuflion  of  this 

:£b.     The  Arians  maintained  that  Chrift  wa$ 

K  a  a  being 
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z  being  creaUd  out  of  notbingy  as  other  creature* 
were,  notwithftanding  the  vaftnefs  of  his  powers, 
which  were  equal  to  the  creation  of  all  other 
things,  vifible  and  invifible ;  and  not  believing  an 
eternal  creation,  they  likewife  faid  that  there  was  i 
time  when  the  Son  did  not  exift.  Both  thefe  pro- 
pofitions  were  denied  by  the  orthodox  of  that  age, 
who  maintained  that  Chrift  was  not  made  out  of 
mthing^  for  that  he  was  the  Lagos^  the  wifdotn^ 
the  power^  fcfr.  of  the  Father,  and  that  he  had 
always  exifted  in  the  Father  as  reafon  does  in 
man,  though  his  per/onalitj  was  by  fome  fup- 
pofed  to  have  commenced  in  time.  You  muft 
give  me  leave  to  fay  you  are  but  little  ac- 
quainted with  the  principles  even  of  platonifm, 
and  efpecially  thofe  of  the  later  platonillSa  from 
whom  thcchriftian  Fathers  more  immediately  de- 
rived their  notions,  if  you  are  not  able  to  enter 
into  this  idea. 

This  perfonification,  or  the  commencement 
of  an  aftual  perfonaUty  of  what  was  an  attrthuU 
of  God,  is  a  Arrange  idea,  but,  ftrange  as  it  is, 
it  ncverthelefs  adually  took  place  in  the  minds 
of  thoufends,  and  was  in  truth  all  the  ortho* 
doxy  of  the  earlier  ages.  This  incipienl  ortk- 
doxy  grew  immediately  out  of  platonifm,  and  is 
certainly  abfurd  enough.  The  orthodoxy  of  the 
later  ages,  and  of  the  pre  fen  tj  grew  out  of  that, 
and  is  infinitely  more  abfurd.  Their  doftrine 
was    mere  nonfmfi^    yours  the  plaineft   of  ^l 

CQUtW 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.    15I 

contradictions,  as  I  (hall  clearly  (hew  in  my  next 
letter. 

"  What  difFerenoe  there  may  be/*  you  fay,  p. 
118.  "  between  a  making  out-  of  nothing,  and 
*•  the  conyerfion  of  a  mere  attribute  into  a  fub- 
**  ftance,  or  how  a  perfon  made  out  of  an  attri- 
'*  bute  may  differ  from  a  perfon  madfe  out  of  no- 
**  thing,  I  would  rather.  Sir,  that  you,  than  I, 
*^  (houTd  take  the  trouble  to  explain.**  I  have 
explained  it  as  well  as  fuch  an  abfurdity  can  be 
explained,  but  it  behoves  you  to  explain  it  much 
more  than  it  does  me  j  for,  abfurd  as  the  notion 
is,  it  certainly  prepared  the  way  for  the  ftiU 
inore  abfurd  notion  of  three  equal  divine  perfons  in 
fne  godhead. 

I  am,  &c^ 
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LETTER      XIII. 
C§n/idiraims  rdating  to  ike  DoSlnne  of  (he  frimj* 

Rev.  Sir, 

T  Own  I  was  particularly  defirqus  of  hearing 
what  you  could  poflibly  fay  on  the  fubjcd  of 
my  fiventb  letter^  in  which  I  advanced  fome 
general  confide  rations  relating  to  the  dodrinc 
of  the  trinhyi  bur,  unfortunately,  you  *^  con- 
**  tent  yourfelf,"  p.  136.  **  with  giving  only  a 
^'  general  reply  to  fome  parts  of  tliat  letter-  A 
*^  particular  anfwerj"  you  fay,  "  to  the  feveral 
**  obj  eft  ions  which  it  contains,  would  lead  mc 
"  into  metaphyfical  difquifitlons,  which  I  wilhto 
*'  decline,  becaufe  in  that  fubjefl  I  forefee  that 
**  we  fhould  want  common  principles  and  acom- 
*^  man  language." 

Now  I  make  no  doubt.  Sir,  but  that,  if  it  had 
been  f&ffibk  for  you  to  have  given  any  plaufibk 
anfwer  to  the  difficulties  ftarted  in  that  letter, 
you  would  have  found  fome  principle,  commoti 
or  uncommon,  on  which  to  found  it,  and  feme 
language  alfo,  which  might  have  been  intelligible 
to  me  and  your  readers,  Buc.as  you  profefs  that 
you  do  not  expeft  to  convince  me^  it  would  have 
been  quite  fufiicient  for  your  purpofc,  if  you 

could 
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"could  have  found  common  principieSj  and  com** 
mon  language  for  others. 

I  am  the  more  concerned  at  your  filence,  as 
I  was  in  hopes  of  having  fome  farther  account 
of  your  own  peculiar  notion  oi  the  necejfary  eri^ 
.gin  of  the  Son  from  the  Father's  contemplation  of  his 
€wn  perfeSlions  j  but,  to  my  great  mortification,  I 
find  not  one  gleam  of  more  light  on  this  curious 
fubjeft.  You  laid  that  this  doftrine  was  agree- 
able to  the  notions  of  all  the  Fathers,  as  well  as 
to  the  facred  writers,  and  I  challenged  you  to  pro- 
duce any  authority  for  it,  except  what  exifts  in 
your  own  imagination.  In  my  opinion,  nothing 
can  be  conceived  more  abfurd  than  the  idea  of  the 
neceffary  produ6lion  of  an  intelligent  being, 
poffefled  of  adual  fubftantial  perfonality,  equal 
in  all  refpeds  to  the  original  intelligent  being, 
from  the  mere  felf-contemplation  of  that  origi- 
nal being's  perfections.  I  faid  that  nothing*  in  the 
Jewifh  Cabbala  could  be  more  abfurd.  You  in- 
timate, p.  149.  that!  may  know  but  little  of  the 
Jewilh  Cabbala ;  but  for  my  purpofe  it  is  quite 
enough,  that  it  is  a  known  proverbial  exprefHon 
to  denote  the  extreme  of  ahfurdityi  and  if  fo^ 
\ehatever  the  Jewifh  Cabbala  may  really  be  (of 
which  I  may  pcftiaps  know  as  much  as  yourftlf, 
and  of  which  we  may  each  of  us  foon  learn 
enough  f;*on>  Bafnage)  the  phrafe  could  not  be 
niifapplied» 

K  4  I  find. 


} 


'n^6  LETTERS      TO 

I  find,  however,  a  few  other  things  on  the 
fiibjeft  of  that  letter,  which  are  curious  enough ; 
fo  that,  for  the  amufement,  if  not  the  inftruftion 
of  my  readers,  I  fhall  make  fome  obfervations  on 
them, 

I.        • 

In  the  firft  place,  I  Itill  |hink  that  you  yourfclf 
are  not  perfectly  orthodox  ;  for  bcfides  your  vir- 
tual difapprobation  of  the  damnaiory  tUufi  in  the 
Athanafian  creed,  p*  165,  you  allow  a  real  Jup- 
rimiy  in  the  Father.  ^'  If,'*  you  fay,  p-  145. 
**  from  fuch  exprefTions  as  my  Father  is  greafif 
*'  than  /,  you  would  be  content  to  infer  that  the 
*'  Almighty  Father  is  indeed  the  fountain  and 
*'  the  center  of  divinity,  and  that  the  equality 
**  of  godhead  is  to  be  underltood  with  fome  myf- 
'*  terious  fubordination  of  the  Son  to  the  Father, 
**  you  would  have  the  concurrence  of  the  ancient 
*'  Fathers,  and  of  the  advocates  of  the  true  faith  in 
"  all  ages."  But  give  me  leave  to  fay^  that  any 
proper  fuhrdinationj  myfterious  or  not  myfte- 
jiou3,  implies  inferiority y  and  is  an  infringemejtf 
pf  the  doftrine  of  the  perfeS  equality  of  thp  thfCC 
pcrfonsj  fo  that  it  cannot  be,  as  ypur  creed  faySi 
Ttone  is  afore  or  after  another.  You  fay,  p.  14^ 
"  I  maintain  the  equality  of  thcichree  perfons  in 
"  all  the  attributes  of  tSfe  divine  nature.  I  main- 
"  tain  their  pqyality  in  rank  and  authority,  with 
"  refpeft  to  all  created  things,  whatever  relations 
"or  differences  may  fubfift  between  themfelves/' 
But  their  equal  fupcriorjty  to  all  created  beings 

is 
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is  no  proof  at  all  of  any  proper  equality  among 
themfelves.  If  fo>  all  men  would  be  equal  among 
themlelves,  becaufe  all  men  are  fuperior  to  brutes. 

Your  notion  of  a  real  fubordination,  which 
muft  imply  inferiorityy  and  indeed  mperfeiliofiy  in 
any  of  the  perfons  in  the  trinity,  is  certainly  not 
the  orthodoxy  that  took  place  after  the  council 
of  Nice,  and  that  of  the  Athanafian  crecd^ 

II. 

I  now  come  to  fomething  ftill  more  extraordi- 
nary. *'  I  maintain/*  you  fay,  p.  148.  "  that 
**  the  thru  perfcns  are  me  being — I  maintain  that 
^*  each  perfon  by  himfclf  is  God  \  becaufe  each 
-**  pofiefles  fully  every  attribute  of  the  divine  na*- 
"  ture."  Then,  Sir,  I  aflVrt,  that  you  maintain 
as  palpable  a  contradiSiGn  as  it  is  in  the  power  of 
jnan  to  form  an  idea  of.  The  term  being  may  be 
predicated  of  every  thing,  and  therefore,  of  each 
of  the  three  perfons  in  the  trinicy.  For  to  fay 
that  Chrift,  for  inllance,  is  God,  but  that  there  i% 
no  beings  no  Jubfiancey  to  which  liis  attributes 
may  be  referred,  were  manifeftly  abfurdj  and 
therefore  when  you  fay,  that  "  each  of  thefc 
perfons  is  by  himfelf  God,"  you  muft  mean, 
and  in  cffedl  fay,  that  the  Father  feparately 
confidered,  has  a  beingy  that  the  Son  likewife^ 
fcparately  confidered,  has  his  beings  and  likewife, 
jhat  the  Holy  Spirif  feparately  confidcred,  has 

his 
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his  ieing.  NoW|  Sir,  if  you  will  be  plea  fed  to 
count  them  up,  you  will  find  that  you  have  got 
ibrte  bttngs^  as  well  as  three  perfins,  and  what  can 
thefe  three  beings  be  but  ibree  Gods^  without  fup- 
poiing  that  there  are  **  three  co-ordinate  perfons, 
**  or  three  Fathers,  three  Sons,  or  three  Holjr 
*•  Ghofts.**  If  you  like  an  algebraic  expreflion 
better  thin  this,  it  will  ft  and  thus,  i4-i+i=j. 
Have  the  courage  then,  Sir,  to  fpeak  out,  and 
fay  what  you  muft  mean^  if  you  have  any  mean- 
ing at  all,  that  you  worlhip  three  Cods. 

But  you  fay,  p.    148.  that  "  thefc  three  per- 
**  fons  are  all  included  in  the  very  idea  of  a  God, 
**  and  that  for  that  reafon,  as  well  as  for  the  iden- 
^*  tity  of  the  attributes  in  each,  it  were  impious 
^*  and  abfurd  to  fay  that  there  are  thrte  Gods " 
If  there  be  any  foundation  for  this  remark,  it 
mull  be  impoffible  for  any  man  to  have  an  idea 
of  a  God,  without  having  at  the  fame  time  an 
idea  of  thefe  three  pcrfons  ^  and  then  either  there 
cannot  be  any  fuch  thing  as  an  unitarian,  denying 
thefe  three  perfons  in  the  godhead,  or  clfc  all 
unitarians  are  in  faft  atbeiflsy  having  no  idea  of 
any  God  at  all. 

As  you  feem  to  have  bewildered  yourfelf  very 
much  upon  the  fubjeft  of  three  perfons  and  cm 
Cody  I  fliall  enter  a  little  farther  into  the  meta- 
phyfical  analyfis  of  it.  By  the  words  heiifjfui* 
ftance^  fubftratumy  &c.  we  can  mean  nothing  more 

thaa 
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than  the  foundation^  as  it  were,  of  prcpersies,  or 
fome  thing  to  which,  in  our  idea,  we  refer  all  the 
particular  attributes  of  whatever  exifts.  In  fafi-, 
they  are  terms  that  may  be  predicated  of  cycry 
thing  that  is  the  fubjeft  of  thought  or  difcourfe, 
all  the  difcrimination  of  things  depending  upon 
their  peculiar  properties.  So  that  whenever  the 
properties  differ,  we  fay  that  there  k  a  corre- 
fponding  difference  in  the  things^  beings^  ovfui- 
fiances  themfelves.  Confequently,  if  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Spirit  differ  in  any  refped,  fo  as  to  have 
'  different  properties^  either  in  relation  to  themfelves, 
or  to  other  beings,  we  muft,  according  to  the 
analogy  of  all  language,  fay  that  they  are  three 
different  beings^  or  fubjlanccs. 

Suppofing  again,  that  there  is  what  you  call 
an  identity  of  attributes  in  each  of  them,  fo  that, 
being  confidered  one  after  the  other,  no  difference 
could  be  perceived  even  in  idea,  as  may  be  fup- 
pofed  to  be  the  cafe  of  three  men^  who  fhould  per- 
fcclly  refemble  one  another  in  all  external  and 
internal  properties;  and  fuppofmg,  moreover, 
that  there  Ihould  be  a  perfect  coincidence  in  all 
their  thoughts  and  actions ;  though  there  might 
be  a  perfeft  harmony  among  them,  and  this  might 
be  called  unity^  they  would  ftill  be  numerically 
three ^  Confequently,  though  the  Father,  Son, 
and  Spirit  had  no  real  differences,  but  as  you  Jay, 
p,  145.  they  had  "  the  moft  perfect  identity  of 
**  nature,  the  moft  entire  unity  of  will,  and 
'*  confent  of  intcUeft,  and  an  inceffant  co-opera- 
tion 
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t-  **  tion  in  the  exertion  of  common  powers^  to  a 
-  *^  common  purpofe/'  yet  would  they,  accordir^ 

to  the  analogy  of  language^  not  be  i^ne  Gadj  bi>i 

ih^ee  G&dsi  or,  which  is  the  fame  thmg,  thc| 
.         .  would  be  ibree  beings^  with  equal  divine  natures, 

juft  as  the  ibrei  men  would  be  three  beings  with 

equal  human  natures. 

»%- 

^  Had   you  never  heard  of  the  Parmeniies^  I 

fhould  have  liad  fome  hopes  of  your  undcrftand- 
ing  thefe  modern  meiaphyjics.  But  thougli  I  fup- 
pofe  I  have  left  you  far  behind  (perhaps  gone  to 
look  into  Plato,  to  fee  what  he  fays  on  the  ful> 
je£l)  I  fhall  proceed  without  you,  and  give  the 
modern  reader  my  opinion  with  refpeft  to  the 
proper  and  only  intelligible  ufc  of  the  wor4 
ferfon. 

The  term  heingj  as  I  have  obferved,  may  be 
predicated  of  every  thing,  without  diftindtionj 
but  the  term  per/on  is  limited  to  intelligent  beings. 
Three  men,  therefore,  are  not  only  three  beings, 
bur  likewife  three  perfons;  the  former  is  the 
genusy  and  the  latter  tht /pedes.  But  a  per/on  is 
not  lefs  a  being  on  this  account;  for  each  maff 
^  may  be  faid  to  be  a  beings  as  well  as  a  perjbn. 

Confequently,  though  the  word  per/on  be  pro- 
perly applied  to  each  of  the  three  component 
parts  of  your  trinity,  yet  as  per/on  is  a  fpecies, 
comprehended  under  the  genus  beings  they  muft 
be  three  beings^  as  well  as  tbree  perfons. 


Whilq 
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While  you,  Sir,  are  either  abfcnt,  or  wonder-* 
ing  at  thcfe  novettiesy  I  proceed  to  obferve,  that 
the  term  God  is  a  fubdivifion  under  the  term  per- 
fitly  becaufe  we  define  Godyto  be  an  intelligent  be* 
^g  P^Jf^Jf^i  of  ^l  poffible  perfeSlions.  Confequen tly, 
if  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  be  each  of  them 
pofleffed  of  all  poflible  perfeftions,  which  you  do 
not  deny,  they  are  each  of  them  a  perfiny  €ach  of 
them  a  beingy  and  each  of  them  a  God;  and  what 
is  this  but  making  three  Gods.  Avoid  this  con- 
clufion  from  thefe  principles,  or  affume  other 
principles  more  juft  and  natural,  if  you  can. 

Thefe,  Sir,  if  you  be  within  hearing  at  all,  arc 
fuch  metaphyfics  as  you  might  have  learned  from 
Mr.  Lock,  if  you  had  not  been,  unfortunately  ^ 
for  yourfclf  and  your  flock,  poring  fo  long  over 
the  Parmenides.  You  will  probably  objeft  to 
my  definition  of  the  word  ptrfoHy  as  applied  to 
the  doftrinc  of  the  trinity ;  but  if  you  give  any 
other  definition,  I  will  venture  to  affert,  that  you 
might  as  well  fay,  that  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Spirit,  are  three  jibracadabre^^  as  three  perfcns. 
They  will  be  equally  words  without  meaning. 

Athanafius,  and  many  of  the  ancient  Fathers, 
after  the  council  of  Nice,  became  abfolute  tri- 
theifls  on  this  principle,  believing  that  the  Fa- 
ther, Son,  and  Spirit  are  no  otherwife  one^  than 
as  three  particular  men  may  be  confidered  as  one, 
Athanafius,  confidering  this  very  difficulty,  fays, 
*^  fince  the  Father  is  called  God,  the  Son  God, 

"and 
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«  and  the  Holy  Spirit  God,  how  is  it  that  there  are 

«  not  three  Gods  ?**  he  anfwers,  **  becaufe  where 
*^  there  is  a  common  nature,  the  narpe  of  the  dig- 
"  nity  is  likewife  commonf  ,^'  And  he  iiluftrates 
this,  by  God's  calling  the  whole  human  race  by 
the  name  of  man ^  in  the  fingiilar  numberj  and  by 
Mofes's  fpeaking  of  the  borfe  and  the  barjman 
being  drowned  in  the  Red  Sea,  when  in  faft, 

'  great  ninnbers  of  each  fort  were  intended.  ^«  If 
"  this,"  fays  he,  **  be  the  cafe  with  refpeft  to 
•*  men,  who  differ  fo  much  as  they  do  from  each 
'<  other,  fo  that  all  men  may  be  called  one  man^ 
"  much  more  may  we  call  the  trinity  one  God, 
*^  when  their  dignity  is  undivided,  they  have  one 
«  kingdom,  one  power,  will,  and  energy,  which 

j|**  dirtinguifhes  the  trinity  from  created  thingsf/* 

.  I  am  far  from  faying  that  Athanafius  is  con- 
fiftent  with  himfelf  in  this  account  of  the  unity  of 
the  three  perfons  in  the  trinity  ;  for  he  elfewherc 
fays  that  there  is  omGod^  becaufe  there  is  am  un^ 
hegQtten  Father  ^  the  fule  fountain  of  deity,  &c^^but 
this  rcprefentation^ccurs  in  many  of  the  Fathers, 
and  in  my  larger  hiftory  I  ftiall  fhew  to  what  a 
variety  of  other  miferable  fubterfuges  the  ortho- 


) 


*  Krf*  'W<y<  ^J"^'  S'vvaJou  Myii^eu  9  «-«t7«p  ^i^,  1^  0 
^«(^,  jy  TO  ^AvfJUL  TO  etyiov  ^fc^,  3^  v  r^iU  Ufft  -d-foi  ;  atv 
XQiVA  Tet  TM^  ^v<ncd^,  xonoy  jy  ovoya.  Tuif  ee^iet^.    De  Ccmi^ 
ttaniEflcniia,  Opera,  vol.  I.  p.  213. 

f  i\iA  TO  Koivoy  rnf  (pvtnai  ^(Uta  hi  otKH/Jiivfi  f /<  etr^d-fanr^ 

€X;.lt^n.     OTK  <^i  AfAiftTO^  H  A^IA^  fJLtA  ^AfftMlA,  fUA  XwOtfJiiU 

]^  C»AM  iy  tvi^yiiA,  i<^iA(is(rA  Twy  Tf/^/ct  ccxo  TWf  K.7/««f, 
ifAhiyv-d^'ZQr.     Ibid.  p.  214. 

dox 
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dox  were  driven  to  maintain  the  unity  of  their 
trinity^ 

In  the  dialogue  againft  the  Macedonians, 
•written  after  the  age  of  Athanafius,  the  orthodox 
fpeaker  is  reprefented  as  faying,  "  as  Paul,  Peter, 
**  and  Timothy,  are  of  one  nature,  and  three  ]iy- 
**  poftafes ;  fo  I  fay,  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
**  Spirit,  are  three  hypoftafes,  and  one  nature*.** 

You  fay,  p.  j.  "  I'he  opinion  of  three  perfbns 
**  in  the  godhead,  unrelated  to  each  other,  and 
**  diftind  in  all  refpefts,  is  rank  tritheifm  j  be* 
*'  caufe  what  are  unrelated,  and  diftinfl:  in  all  rc- 
*^  fpefts,  are  many  in  all  refpefts;  and  being 
**  many  in  all  refpedts,  cannot  in  any  rcfpcft  be 
•f  one.*'  But  no  relatictij  let  it  be  ever  fo  inti- 
mate, can  remove  their  numerical  difference.  Let 
three  men  be  conrnHed  in  ar\y  manner  that  you  can 
imagine,  they  can  only  be  ene^  as  partaking  of 
the  fame  naturcy  and  therefore,  though  they  re- 
femble  one  another  ever  fo  much,  they  can  only 
be  faid  to  ht  Jimilar  in  al}  refpeds ;  but  ftill  they 
will  be  numerically  three.  In  like  manner,  fup- 
pofe  any  relations  you  p'leafe,  known  or  un- 
known, between  the  three  perlbns  to  whom  the 
title  of  God  equally  belongs,  they  will  no  more 
snake  sne  God,  than  three  related  men  can  make 

7ff If  vTOTAO'iif  M^iv»  J^  [JLttty  fyo'tr.  Opcra^  voL  II.  p.  ^69/ 

one 


} 


t4f        t  E  T  T  E  R  S     TO 

die  man,  but  miift  be  numerically 
Councils  and  fynods,  kings  and  houftrs  of  parlia- 
ment, may  decree  that  three  are  one^  and  archdea- 
cons  may  dcfepd  the  doftrinc,  but  miracles  can-.^ 
not  prove  it.  As  you  and  your  friends  lay  with 
rcfpeft  to  feme  hte  proceedings  in  the  Royal 
Soc^cy,  "  ^wo  and  iwo  ever  will  h^four^  and  the 
**  thi^ce  angles  of  a  triangle  will  be  equal  to  twd 
"  right  angles/* 

Biit  I  find  it  is  in  vain  to  appeal  to  reafon^  or 
even  to  the  fcriptures.  Your  doftrine  of  the  tri- 
nity was  not  derived  from  reafon,  or  the  fcrip- 
tures,  but  from  Plato,  "  I  then  fet  myfclf,*' 
you  fayy  p.  163.  "  to  confider  whether  I  knew 
*'  enough  of  the  divine  uniiy^  to  pronounce  die 
^^  trinity  ^tiinfrhgemcHt  of  it.  Upon  thi&  pointy 
**  the  Platonifts>  whofe  acquaintance  I  now  be- 
**  gan  to  cultivate^  foon  brought  me  to  a  right 
«  mind/* 

They  did  the  Lime  good  olKce  for  Auftin  be- 
fore you>  and  I  fear  they  are  ftill  doing  the  fanic 
for»  others,  notwithftanding  the  cautions  given  us 
in  the  fcriptures  againft  the  mixture  of  vain  ind 
sbfurd  philofophy  with  chriftianity.    You  kindly 
advife  me  to  take  the  fame  courfe.      "  If,*'  you 
fay,  p.   142,    *' you   imagine  that  the  abfolutc 
*•  unity  of  the  divine  fubftance  is  more  eafily  to 
**  be  explained  than  the  trinity,  let  me  entreat 
"  you  Sir,  to  read  the  Parmenides.   It  is,  indeed, 
"  in  Plato's  fchool,  if  any  where,  that  a  man's 

"  eyes 
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'  eyes  are  likely  to  be  opened  to  his  own  igno- 
^  rtnce.*'  But,  Sir,  what  muft  they  do  who  can- 
lOt  fead  the  Parmenides  ?  I  fuppofe  they  muft 
;o  without  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  and  like^ 
he  lower  order  of  chriftians  in  the  time  of  Ori- 
jen,  be  content  with  the  corporeal  gofpely  the 
ilain  doftrine  of  Jefus  Cbrifty  and  bim  crucified. 
kit  with  this  the  apoftlePaul  was  contented,  and 
b  am  L 

I  have,  however,  read  the  Parmenides^  and 
hough  I  expeft  you  will  6xult  over  me  as  ufual, 
:alling  me,  p.  15.  ^  child  in  flatonifmy  and  fay, 
hat  ^^  I  cannot  apprehend  a  plafonic  no f  ion  when 
^  u  is  clearly  fet  before  mCy'  p.  1 24,  I  have  no 
cniple  to  declare,  that  I  was  not  able  to  get  one 
ay  of  good  fenfe  from  the  whole  of  it  j  I  fhould 
ven  think  the  ex  trading  of  fun- beams  from 
ucumbers  the  more  hopeful  projeft  of  the 
wo.  And  fo  far  am  I  from  advifmg  the  read- 
ng  of  it  for  any  ufcful  purpofe,  that  I  fhould 
ather  fay,  if  a  man  perceives  any  incipient 
loudinefs  in  his  head,  and  wiflies  to  have'  the 
ittle  underftanding  that  he  has  left  utterly  con- 
bunded,  let  him  read  the  Parmenides  *.     I  Ihall 

*  Among  other  myfttries^  as  Mr.  Sydenham  call  them,  of 
le  Parmenides,  Plato,  after  (hewing  that  UttUnffs  cannot  be- 
m^  either  to  the  luboU  or  the  part  of  any  thing,  concludes, 
lat  •*  nothing  is  Itttli  but  littlentfs  it/elft*  »/«  n  tTt  a-f^txpov 
hMV  avlnf  Tiif  a-fJLiKfolif}^.  Ic  would  be  no  bad  parody  on  this 
>  /ay*  Nothing  is  nonfenfical  but  nonfenfe  itfelf ;  and  this 
>ofcnfe  (if  it  can  exiil  in  the  abftrafl)  is  in  the  Parmenides.- 

L  fay 
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fay  the  fame  with  rcfpeft  to  almoft  all  the  meta- 
phyfics  of  die  ancknts  ;  and  it  is  very  poflible  that 
1  may  have  given  as  much  attention  to  thefe  things 
as  you  have  done,  though  I  have  not  been  fo  oftoi* 
tatious  of  it.  Any  perfoti  fincc  the  time  of  Mfi* J 
Locke,  may  fay  this  of  all  the  ancients  withouc 
much  arrogance.  So  far,  however,  I  agree  with 
you^  that  the  ftudy  cf  the  Farmcnidcs  may  do  vttf 
well  by  way  of  preparation  for  that  of  the  dodrijie 
o(  the  trinity  *; 

IIL  I 

1 

Perhaps  the  moft  extraordinary  part  of  your 
wlwle  performance^  is  what  you  fay  of  the  fi^f- 
rimfmfs  of  ibe  doSirine  of  the  divine  miUy^  and  of 
the  unitarians  haying  nothing  to  plead  for  them*  | 
felves  but  fingle  texts  of  fcripture,  interpreted  in  a 
figurative  manner.  "  If  the  word'*  (fpoken  of  bjr 
*'Johii)  you  fay,  p.  138,  "  be  the  divine  attribute 
*'  wifdmt^  then  that  attribute,  in  the  degree  whidi 
**  was  equal  to  the  formation  of  the  univerfe,  in  this 
^*  view  of  the  fcripture  dodrine,  was  conveyed  en* 
^*tire  into  the  mind  of  a  mere  man,  the  fonofa 
^'  Jewifh  carpenter.  A  much  grt^ater  difficulty,  In 
"  my  apprehenfion,  than  any  that  is  to  be  found  in 
**  the  catholic  faith." 

•  If  P/^i9^s  /ihplhsis  this  rallfmanic  power  of  cftmmiM  md^ 
0ti  i9  his  G^n  ign&ramtf  I  would  advife  Dr.  Horflcy  to  t^tSv 
n  lie  in  it  a  while  bnger;  for  thb  is  a  brancli  of  fclcQce  in  wbkk 
Ke  has  yet  fc>mcthing  to  karn*  Nor  wiU  it  be  amifs  if  he  tilae 
his|W  andahk  ally  along  with  Kim;  though,  as  it  will  leflca 
his  prefutnpiion,  it  may  hurt  him  a$  a  Mt^h^ir^  wliicb^  Vi 
doubt,  ought  to  be  confideied. 

3  Ib 
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In  reading  this,  -mi  other  pafli^es  in  your  Letters, 
I  cannot  help  admiring  your  talent  of  leffcnrng  the 
difficulties  of  your  own  fcheme,  and  magnifying 
thofe  of  others.  If  you  ufq  the  fame  telelcope,  you 
certainly  turn  different  ends  to  different  objeils. 

Pray,  Sir,  what  Socitiian  ever  nriaintained  that 
**  the  divine  attribute  wifdom,  in  the  degree  which 
"  was  equal  to  the  formation  of  the  univerfe,  was 
"  conveyed  entire  into  the  mind  of  Jefus  Chrift  ?" 
What  we  believe,  and  all  chat  is  required  by  our  in- 
terpretation of  the  logos  (as  meaning  the  divine  attri- 
bute, tc;//2fo«)  is,  that  a  portion  only  of  the  fame  wif- 
dom that  formed  the  univerfe,  was  communicated  to 
Chrift,  a  portion  fufficient  to  enable  him  to  do  what 
he  actually  did,  and  to  fay  what  headluaiiy.faid. 
The  Socinians  do  not  believe  that  Chrift  made  the 
univerfe,  or  that  he  was  any  way  inftrumcntal  in 
making  it. 

For  my  own  part,  I  never  before  heard  of,  pr 
fufpefted,  any  difficulty  in  God's  making  man  the 
inftrument,  by  which  to  do  what  man  alone  could 
not  do.  Did  not  God  fuggeft  to  Mofes  what  he 
could  not  have  delivered  of  hi mfelf?  In  many  of 
the  miracles  which  attended  the  releafe  of  the 
Ifraclites  from  Egyptian  bondage,  and  their  paftage 
through  the  wildernefs,  Mofes  was  the  immediate, 
or  oftcnfible  agent,  but  the  power  was  of  God  ;  and 
yet  this  was  no  proper  infufing  of  the  divine  power 
into  Mofes.    The  power  was  ftill  the  incommuni- 

L  2  cable 
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cable  attribute  of  the  Divine  Being.  Accord- 
ingly, Jcfus  lays,  that  it  was  not  himfelfyhxxt  JiMS, 
father  within  binty  or  afting  by  him,  that  did  the 
works ;  and  that  the  words  which  be /pake  wen  M 
his  o'ivn.  Moreover,  he  fays  of  the  apo(llc8>  that 
they  fliould  do  greater  things  than  he  himfelf  had 
done.  From  this,  then,  you  ought  to  conclude, 
that  the  divine  attributes  of  wifdoiti  and  power  were 
conveyed  enure  into  the  minds  of  the  apoftles,  or 
even  that  they  were  Gods  fuperior  to  Clirift.  Such 
rcafoning  as  this,  1  have  hardly  pauencc  to  refute. 
Eut,  furcly,  you  cannot  be  ferious  in  faying  that thift 
difficulty  in  the  Socinian  fchemc  is  equal  to  ths^(.of 
three  per fotts  in  one  God  in  the  Athanafian  tiiniisy^or. 
to  that  in  your  own  account  of  the  Platonic  trinity. 

But  perhaps  the  mod  extraordinary  part  of  year 
whole  work  will  be  thought  to  be  the  following. 
In  anfwcr  to  my  faying  that  "  many  paflfages  in 
'•  fcripturc  inculcate  the  doftrine  of  the  divine  unity 
"  in  the  clearefl:  and  flrongeft  manner,"  you  fay, 
p.  141.  "  Be  pleafed.  Sir,  to  produce  one  of  the 
*'  many  •,**  meaning  evidently,  that  there  is  no.fuch 
paffage  i  and  p.  1 7.  you  add,  "  the  unitarians  them- 
"  felves  pretend  not  that  their  dodrine  is  to  be. 
"  found  in  the  plain  literal  (cnfc  of  holy  writ.  On 
*'  the  contrary,  they  take  the  greatcft  pains  to  ex* 
*'  plain  away  the  literal  meaning." 

Now,  Sir,  if  you  had  icaMy  read  any  unitarian 
treaulc  at  all,  you  niuft  have  known  that  this  repre- 

z  fcntation 
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fcntation  is  the  reverfe  of  the  faft.  We  unitarians 
certainly  pretend  at  lead,  whether  we  be  able  to 
prove  it  or  not,  that  the  general  tenors  and  plain 
literal  fenfe  offcripture  is  in  our  favour,  that  they 
are  only  particular  texts j  and  thofe  ill-underftood, 
that  you  avail  yourfelves  of;  and  we  fay,  that 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  interpreting  even  thpfe 
texts  in  perfeiS:  confiftency  with  the  unitarian 
doftrine,  if  the  true  idiom  of  the  language  be 
confidered. 

You  complain  of  my  not  readings  but  only  ./(!7^it- 
i^  through  authors.  But  furely,  you  cannot  have 
even  looked  through  the  very  Letters  of  mine  that 
you  are  profeffedly  replying  to.  I-.ct  me  there-^ 
fore,  bring  again  before  your  view,  a  paragraph 
or  two  in  thofe  letters,  which,  as  far  as  pretenfi$ns 
go,  diredly  contradift  your  confident  aflertion. 
Sec  p.  90.  where  you  will  find  as  follows:  **  I 
*^  will  venture  to  fay,  that  for  one  text  in  which 
**  you  can  pretend  to  find  any  thing  harfh  or 
**  difficult  to  me,  I  will  engage  to  produce  ten 
^*  that  (hall  create  more  difficulty  to  you.  How 
*^  ftrangely  muft  you  torture  the  plaineft  Ian- 
**  guage,  and  in  which  there  is  not  a  fbadow  of 
<*  figure,  to  interpret  to  your  purpofc,  i  Tim.  ii, 
**  5.  There  is  one  God,  and  one  mediator  between 
•*  God  and  man,  the  man  Cbrift  Jefus.  i  Cor.  viii. 
**  6.  fi?  us  there  is  but  oneGod^  the  Father,  of  whom 
**  isre  all  things  and  we  in  him^  and  one  Lord  Jefus 
«•  Chrijt,  by  whom  ar€  all  things,  and  we  by  him ;  or 
«*  that  exprcffion  of  our  Saviour  himfelf,  John 
L  3  xvii. 
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"  xvii.  a.  nal  they  migbi  know  tbee,  the  anly  tm 
«  God^  attd  Jefus  Cbrifi  wham  tbau  baft  JatU 
*'  Never  upbraid  us  unitarians  with  torturing 
"  the  fcriptures,  while  you  have  thefe,  and  a  hun- 
"  drcd  other  plain  texts,  to  ft  rain  at,  and  to  bend 
*'  to  your  Athanafian  hypothefls  i  befides  manf 
^^  general  argumenis^  from  reafon  and  the  fcrip* 
**  tures,  of  more  real  force  than  any  particular 
"  texts,  to  anfwcr." 

Thisf,  Sir,  was  certainly  anfwering  your  chal- 
lenge to  produte  mie  plain  text  in  favour  of  the 
unitarian  doftrine  before  it  was  thrown  out.  1 
appeal  to  yourfclf  for  the  obvious  fenfe  of  the 
paffages  I  have  now  recited  i  and  you  fay,  p,  aj. 
^'  It  is  a  principle  with  me,  that  the  true  fenfe  of 
"  any  phrafe  ip  the  New  Tcftament  is  what  may 
"  be  called  its  ft  an  ding  knk^  that  which  will  k 
**  the  firft  to  occur  to  common  people,  of  cverf 
"  country,  and  in  every  age*."  j 

I  would  alfo  refer  you  to  a  fmall  piece  1  lately 
publilhed,  entitled  A  general  View  of  the  Argumints 
for  theUnity  ofGod^  and  againfi  the  Divinity  andPri- 
exigence  of  Cbrifi ^  from  Reafon,  from  the  Serip$uriSj 
and  from  Hifiory^  which  you  feem  to  have  feen,  as 
you  refer  to  my  two  penny  pamphlets^  for  this  is 

*  It  is  remarkable,  that  the  orthodox,  even  af:er  the  coaHcil 
of  Nice,  complained  of  the  advantage  which  the  UQitarians  bid 
in  appealing  to  the  literal  fenfe  of  the  fcriptures.  ««  If,'^  ftyi 
Gregory  NyfTen,  "  a  man  refls  in  the  bare  letter,  fo  far  he 
«<  judaizes  in  opinion,  and  has  not  learned  that  a  chriftian  is 
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I  for  two-pence.  There  you  will  find,  imk 
J  that  Socinians .  pretend  to  have  the  clear 
fe  of  fcnpture  in  their  favour,  but  many  of 
fe  paflages,  cxpreflive  of  that  clear  fcnfe, 
duced>  I  there  obfcrve,  p.  10.  that  "  the 
rriptures  contain  the  cleared  and  the  ipoft  ex^ 
refs  declarations,  that  there  is  but  oneGod^ 
ithout  ever  mentioning  any  exception  in  fa- 
3ur  of  a  trinity,  or  guarding  us  againft  being 
rd  into  any  miftake  by  fuch  general  and  un« 
mited  expreffions.**  And  if  this  language, 
ou  fuppofe,  always  refpeded  the  multiplicity 
gods  among  the  heathens^  why  is  this  one 
I,  in  the  New  Teftament,  always  called  the 
her^  and  even  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord 
's  Cbrift  5  and  why  are  we  no  where  told  that 
one  God  is  the  trinity^  confiding  oitbe  Father^ 
Son^  and  the  Holy  Gboft  ?  This,  Sir,  is  the 
puage  of  your  litany  only.  The  Bible  ufcd  in 

t  the  dJfciplc  of  the  letter,  bat  of  the  fpirit ;  for  tbe  letter 
letb,  but  tbe  fpirit  giveth  life."  Ouxyr,  ii  4i^  ^<tpci- 
r7»  yfntfJLfJLetlt,  )^  Ktt]ct  Tt7«  to  /utpo^  U<Acu^u  rmyn^fAti, 

%f^littl^..  70  yttf  y^AiAfAAj  ptiffiv,  A'^tKhtni,  to  «r* 
JUL  ^mvMU.  Cootra  Eunonuoai  Orado  xvi.  Opera^ 
II*  p.  34'- 

f  to  be  obferved,  that  by  jmdmssitQi'^wwi  mtimi  adopt- 
le  doarine  of  the  fin^U  bumamtj  tf  Chrlfi.  For  the  an- 
OQitarians  were  commonly  compared  by  the  orthodox  to 
,  snd  the  Arimns  to  Gentiies,  as  worfliipper  of  mmi  txMfr,  tbe 
logos  not  being  of  the  fame  fabftance  with  ihe  Father  | 
terefore  a  maker  of  the  worlds  or  a  God,  quite  diftina 
bim. 

L  4  OMT 
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our  conventicles,  contains   no  fucH  barbarowi 
jargon. 

I  would  alfo  recommend  to  your  perufal  an- 
other  pamphlet  of  mine,  called  An  Appeal  u  tk 
ferious  and  candid  Profeffors  af  Cbriftianityy  of  which 
more  than  un  thou  land  have  been  fold  for  i 
penny  eachj  and  of  this  I  have  lately  publiOied 
a  new  edition,  and  have  annexed  to  it  the  re- 
markable Tri-^l  of  Mr.  Elwall^  of  Wolverhamp- 
ton, in  this  neighbourhood,  for  hk  publications 
in  defence  of  the  Socinian  doftrine.  Thefe  fjnall 
publicatiohs  o(  mine  have,  I  truft,  done  much 
good,  though  you  will  call  it  much  mifchicf,  in 
this  country;  and  I  rejoice  in  perceiving  the  in- 
creafe  of  this  good,  or  this  mifchief,  every  cjayj 
and  I  haye  po  doubt  of  the  fuccefsful  fpread  of 
religious  truth  by  means  of  thefc  publications^ 
notwithftanding  all  you  can  do  to  counieraft 
them,  as  you  boaft,  by  means  of  the  Monthly 
Heview. 

IV. 

In  one  thing  I  am  glad  to  find  that  you  and  I 
entertain  the  fame  opinion,  which  is  that  there 
is  no  medium  between  admitting  the  fimple  hu- 
manity of  Chrift,  and  that  he  is  properly  God. 
*^  Having  once  admitted,"  you  fay  p,  162-  "hi? 
"  pre-exiftence  in  an  exalted  ftate,  1  faw  the  n?- 
^'  ceflity  of  placing  him  at  the  head  of  the  crca^ 

tion,      Being  thus  convinced  that  our  Lor4 

jcfti« 


fc 
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^*  Jefus  Chrift  is  indeed  the  maker  of  all  things, 
*'  I  found  that  I  could  not  reft  fatisfied  with 
*'  the  notion  of  a  maker  of  the  univerfe,  not 
*'  God.  I  faw  that  all  the  extravagancies  of  the 
"  Gnoftics  hung  upon  that  one  princ  pic,  and  I 
*'  could  have  little  opinion  of  the  truth  of  a  principle, 
*^  which  feemed  fo  big  with  mifcbief.'* 


'o 


You  alfo  obferve,  very  juftly,  p.  137.  *^  Can 
*'  any  power  or  wifdom  lefs  than  the  fupreme  be  a 
*^  fufBcient  ground  for  the  truft  we  are  required  to 
*'  place  in  providence  ?  Make  the  wifdom  and 
'*  the  power  of  our  ruler  what  you  pleafe,  ftil)>  upon 
**  the  Arian  principle,  it  is  t!*.e  wifdom  and  the 
'*  power  of  a  creature.  Where  then  will  be  the 
**  certainty  that  the  evil  which  we  find  in  the  world 
**  has  not  crept  in  through  fome  imperfcdion  in 
**  the  original  contrivance,  or  in  the  prcfent  manage- 
♦^  ment;  fince  every  intelleft  below  the  firft  may 
**  be  liable  to  error,  and  any  power  Ihort  of  ihe  fu- 
*«  preme  may  be  inadequare  to  purpoles  of  a  ccr- 
«*  tain  magnitude  ?  But  if  evil  may  have  crept  in 
*'  thus,  what  affurance  can  we  have  that  it  will  ever 
**  be  extirpated  ?" 

But  if  there  be  no  proper  medium  between  the 
Athanafian  and  the  Socinian  fcheme,  which  I  readily 
admit,  I  alfo  maintain  that  there  is  no  medium  at 
all  between  the  Socinian  dodtrine  and  an  abfolute 
contradidion,  for  fuch  Athanafianifm  is ;  fo  that 
there  is  no  rcfourcc  but  in  the  Socinian  doftrine, 
oppofe  it  as  much  as  you  will. 

I  am,  &c« 


^ 
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LETTER      XIV. 
Of  Prayer  io  Ckrijt. 


Rev.  SiRj 

XJ  A  V I  N  G    got  iBne  per/ons,   a!!   of  tlicm 
poffefled  of  all  divine  peifedions,    all  of 

them  having  intercourfe  wirh  mankind,  and  con- 
fcquently  all  of  them  naturally  i>tjeffi  §f  prayer^  I 
do  not  wonder  that  you  appear  to  be  a  little  cm- 
barralTed  in  your  ideas  of  what  is  proper  to  be 
done  with  refpeft  to  each  of  them,  individually 
confidercdp  *^  That  the  Father,"  you  fay,  p. 
103,  "  is  a  proper  objeft  of  prayer,  God  forbid 
**  that  I  fhould  ever  not  acknowledge.  That  he 
*^  is  the  proper  obje6t,  in  the  fenfe  in  which  you 
**  fecm  to  make  the  affertion,  in  prejudice  and 
*'  exclufion  of  the  other  perfons,  God  forbid  that 
*'  I  fhould  ever  concede.  I  deny  not  that  there  is 
*^  an  honour  perfonally  due  to  him  as  the  Father. 
*•  There  is  alfo  an  honour  perfonally  due  to  the 
*^  Son,  as  the  Son,  and  to  the  Spirit  as  the  Spirit, 
^'  but  our  knowledge  of  the  perfonal  diftindions 
*'  is  {o  obfcure,  in  comparifon  of  our  apprehen- 
"  fion  of  the  general  attributes  of  the  godhead, 
"  that  it  fhould  fee'm  that  the  divinify  (the  t# 
*^  ^iiov)  is  rather  to  be  generally  worlhipped  in 
"  the  three  perfons  jointly,   and  indifferently, 

"than 
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^'  than  that  any  diftinft  honours  are  to  be  offered 
"  to  each  feparately.  Prayer,  however,  for 
•*  fuccour  againfl  external  perfecution,  feems 
**  addrefTed  with  particular  propriety  to  the  Son,'' 

Now,  Sir,  as  this  is  a  thing  that  relates  to 
praSice,  I  Ihould  have  imagined  that,  if  each  of 
the  three  perfons  had  been  to  be  addrefTed  fepa- 
rately,  we  Ihould  have  been  didinftly  informed 
concerning  the  circumflances  in  which  we  were  to 
pray  to  one  of  them,  and  not  to  the  others ;  con- 
fidering  how  difficult  it  mufl  be,  from  the  nature 
of  the  thing,  for  mere  men  to  diflinguifh  the  fe- 
parate  rights  of  three  divine  perfons.  That  you 
yourfelf  have  made  fome  miftake  in  this  bufincfs, 
will  not,  I  think,  be  difficult  tefhew.  In  order  to 
this,  let  us  confidcr  how  yoviV  fuppqfition  or  theory^ 
correfponds  to  the  fa£t.  For  if  it  be  not  fup- 
ported  by  correfponding  faAs,  how  ingenious,  or 
probable,  foever  it  may  feem  to  be,  a  priori,  it 
muft  fall  to  the  ground.  You  will  agree  with 
me,  I  imagine,  that  the  apoflles  and  primitive 
chriflians  knew  whether  the  Father  or  the  Son 
v/as  the  more  proper  objeft  of  prayer  in  the  time 
of  perfecution.  Let  us  fee  then  both  what^/- 
re^ions  they  gave,  and  alfo  what  they  themfelves 
actually  did  in  this  cafe. 

The  apofUe  James,  writing  to  chriflians  in  a 
ftate  of  perfecution,  fays,  ch.  i.  2.  &cc.  My  brethren 
count  it  all  joy  when  ye  fall  into  divers  temptations,  or 

trials. 
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tnalsi  &c-  If  any  of  ym  kckwifd^^^  iii  bim  ajt 
^fGad*  You  will  hardly  fay  that  in  this  he  ad- 
\\k%  them  to  apply  to  Cbrift^  or  to  ibe  irinitj^  for 
direction  in  thel'e  circumftanccs.  If  you  do,  1 
will  venture  to  affcrt,  that  your  hypothcfis  has  ua 
countenance  either  in  ihe  fcrjptures,  or  io  apjf 
chriftian  writer  before  the  council  of  Nice*  For 
they  all  underftood  ibeFaibir  alone  to  be  intended 
whenev'er  nnention  is  made  of  Gad  abfoluEely, 

Peter,  writing  to  chriftians  in  the  fame  fitua- 
lion,  fays*  i  Pet  jv.  19,  wherefore  hs  ibem  that  fuf 
fir  according  to  ibe  will  of  God  commit  the  keeping 
pf  ihctr  fouh  io  bim  in  well  doings,  as  umo  afanbjul 
creator.  This  is  certainly  meant  of  God  the 
Father  •,  but  more  evidently  muft  we  fo  interpret, 
1  Pet.  V.  10.  The  God  of  all  grace y  who  has  called 
us  into  bis  eternal  glory  hy  Cbrifi  Jefus^  after  that  ye 
have  fufftred  a  wbiUy  make  you  perfe^y  ejlablijh^ 
firengtbeUy  fettle  you.  1  do  n©t  find  here,  or  any 
where  elfe  in  the  fcriptures,  any  dircdtion  to  pray 
to  Chrift  in  time  of  perfecution,  or  indeed,  in 
any  other  circumftances. 

Let  us  now  attend  to  fome  particulars  in  the 
kijl^ry  of  the  apoftles.  When  Herod  had  put  to 
death  James,  the  brother  pf  John,  and  imprifoncd 
Peter,  we  read,  A6is  xii.  5.  that  prayer  was 
modi  uitbout  ctqfing  of  the  church  to  God,  not  to 
Chrift,  fcr  bun.  Vvhen  Paul  and  Silas  were 
b  prifoa  at  Philippi,  we  read,  Afts  xvi.  25.  that 

ibey 
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theyfung  praifes  to  God,  not  to  Chrift.  And  when 
Paul  was  warned  of  what  would  befal  him  if  he 
went  to  Jerufalem,  Afts  xxi,  14.  he  laid,  the  will 
oftht  Lord  ht  done.  This,  you  muft  fuppofe,  was 
meant  of  God  the  Father ,  bccaufe  Chrift  himfelf 
tifed  the  fame  language  in  this  fenfe,  when,  in 
praying  to  the  Father,  he  faid,  Not  my  will  hut 
thine  be  done. 

Thefe,  you  may  perhaps  fay,  are  only  incident 
tal  circumftancesy  on  which  no  great  ftrefs  is  to  be 
laid.     But  in  Afts  vi.  24.  &c.  we  have  a  prayer 
of  fome  length  addrefled  to  God  the  Father,  at 
the  very  beginning  of  the  perfecution  of  chrif- 
tians,  when  Peter  and  John  had  been  examined 
before  the  high  prieft,  and  his  court,  and  had 
been  threatened  by  them.    As  1  fufpeft  that  you 
may  not  have  given  much  attention  to  the  tenor 
of  it,  I  (hall  recite  the  whole,  which  is  as  follows: 
*'  And  when  they  htard  that,  they  lifted  up  their 
««  voice  to  God,  with  one  accord,  and  faid.  Lord, 
^*  thou  art  God,  who  haft  made  heaven  and  earth, 
**  and  the  fea,  and  all  that  in  them  is ;  who  by 
*^  the  mouth  of  thy  fervant  David,  haft  faid,  /i^Ay 
*'  did  the  heathen  rage  and  the  people  imagine  vain 
*'  things^  The  kings  of  the  earth  Jiood  up^  and  the 
•*  rulers  were  gathered  together,  againji  the  Lord, 
"  and  againji  his  Chrift.   For  of  a  truth  againft  thy 
**  holy  child"  (or  fervant)  «  Jefus  whom  thou  haft 
«  anointed,  both  Herod  and  Pontius  Pilate,  with 
^*  the  Gentiles,  and  the  people  of  Ifrael,  were 
*'  gathered  together,  for  to  do  whatfoever  thy 

"  hand 
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"  hand  and  thy  counfcl  determined  before  to  be 
**  done.  And  now  Lord  behold  their  threat* 
**  nings,  and  grant  unto  thy  fervants,  that  widi 
«*  all  boldnefs  they  may  fpealc  thy  word,  by 
*^  ftretching  forth  thy  hand  to  heal ;  tind  that 
**  figns  and  wonders  may  be  done  by  the  luoic 
*'  of  thy  holy  child"  (or  ll-rvant)  "  Jcfus/' 

We  have  now  examined  fome  particulars  both 
of  the  inftrudims^  and  the  examples  of  fcrlpture, 
with  regard  to  the  proper  objed  of  prayer  ib 
tinieof  perfecution;  from  which  it  appears,  thatf 
even  in  this  cafe,  we  have  no  authority  to  pray  ta 
any  other  than  that  one  God,  to  whom  Chrift  '! 
himielf  prayed  in  his  affliction;  and  if  we  bt;  not  i 
authorized  to  pray  to  Chrift  in  time  of  perfecu-  \ 
tion,  there  is,  by  your  own  acknov/lcdgmcnti 
kfs  propriety  in  praying  to  him  on  any  other 
cccafion.  j 

As  you  profefs  a  great  regard  for  thofe  who  are 
called  apoftoUcal  Fathers^  let  us  attend  to  the 
fxayer  of  Polycarp^  when  he  was  tied  to  the 
ftake,  ready  to  be  burned  alive.  Now  this  prayer 
which  is  a  pretty  remarkable  one,  is  addrcfled  to 
God  the  Father,  and  not  to  Chrift ;  fo  that  this 
difciple  of  the  apoftle  John,  did  not  think  the 
example  of  Stephen  any  precedent  for  him.  The 
prayer  begins  as  follows :  "  O  Lord,  God  Al- 
"  mighty,  the  Father  of  thy  well-beloved  and 
**  blefiVd  Son  Jefus  Chrill,  by  whom  we  have  re- 
"ceived  the  knowledge  of  thee,   the    God  of 

angels 
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*'  angels  and  powers,  and  of  every  creature,  and 
*'  efpecially  of  the  whole  race  of  juft  men,**  &c. 

You  fee  then.  Sir,  how  greatly  you  have  been 
mifled  by  your  fpuulative  theology ^  by  your  atten- 
tion to  particular  texts,  fingle  incidents,  and 
imaginary  proprietiesj  without  attending  to  the 
general  tenor  of  fcripture,  the  plain  directions 
that  are  there  given  for  our  condud,  and  the 
conftant  pradice  of  the  apoilles,  which  fuppiy  the 
beft  interpretation  of  their  doctrine.  To  con- 
clude, as  you  have  done,  from  the  fingle  cafe  of 
Stephen,  that  all  chriftians  are  authorifed  to  pray 
to  Chrift,  is  like  concluding  that  all  matter  has  a 
tendency  to  go  upwards,  becaufe  a  needle  will 
do  fo,  when  a  Magnet  is  held  over  it.  When 
you  fhall  be  in  the  fame  circumftances  with  Ste^ 
phen,  having  your  mind  ftxongly  impreffed  with 
a  vifion  of  Chrift  fitting  at  the  right-hand  of 
God,  you  may  then,  perhaps,  be  authorifed  to 
addrefs  yourfelf  to  him  as  he  did  i  but  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  fcriptures  proves  that,  otherwife, 
you  have  no  authority  at  all  for  any  fuch  pra&ice* 

I  anlj  &c. 
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LETTER 


XV- 


Of  tht  Unitarian  Principles  with  reJpeS  h  AUh* 
mctanifm  afid  Infidilii^^ 

Rev.  SiR^ 

\7irE  are  not,  I  hope,  to  judge  of  your  acquiini- 
ancc  with  the  opinions  of  the  ancients, 
(which  we  have  dignified  with  the  name  o( learn' 
fffg)  by  the  correftneJs  with  which  you  ftate  the 
opinions  of  the  moderns,  even  thofe  whidi 
you  undertake  to  controvert,  and  therefore 
ought  to  have  ftudied.  Hcre>  Sir,  you  certainly 
have  no  choice  but  of  the  groflelt  igmramij  and 
confequently  fnfumpnm^  or  the  moft  pervcrfc 
ajjd  wilful  of  all  mifreprcfentations.  Your  ig- 
norance of  the  ftate  of  the  diffentcrs^  of  which  a 
fufficicnt  fpecimen  has  been  given,  fhcws  that  you 
ire  far  from  being  at  hsme  even  in  your  own 
country ;  but  the  account  you  give  in  your  fii- 
tecnth  letter,  of  the  principles  of  the  unitarian^ 
and  the  rcLition  they  bear  to  thofe  of  unbelievers, 
is  fuch  as  can  hardly  be  accounted  for  from 
mere  ignorance.  1  fear  it  has  a  worfe  origin.  I 
hope  I  lliall  not  bethought  uncandid  j  but  I  can- 

,iiot  put  any  favourable  conftniction  upon  your 

'innnuadons  or^  tlais  fubjeft. 

Tou 
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You  fay,  p.  151.  **  the  whole  difFerence  be- 
tween you  and  them"  (that  is,  between  the 
itarians  and  Mahometans)  "  feems  very  in- 
conliderable.  The  true  muflulman  believes 
IS  much,,  or  rather  more,  of  Chrift  than  the 
anitarian  requires  to  be  believed  j  and  though 
:he  unitarians  have  not  yet  recognized  the 
livine  mifllon  of  Mahomet,  there  \$  good 
ground  to  think  they  will  not  long  ftand  out. 
[n  unitarian  writings  of  the  laft  century,  it  is 
illowed  of  Mahomet,  that  he  had  no  other  de- 
ign than  to  reftore  the  belief  of  the  unity 
jf  God. — — Of  his  religion,  that  it  was  not 
neant  for  a  new  religion,  but  for  a  reftitution 

»f  the  true  intent  of  the  chriftian. Of  the 

reat  prevalence  of  the  Mahometan  religion, 

lat  it  has  been  owing  not  to  force  and  the 

ord,  but  to  that  one  truth  contained  in  the 

coran,  the  unity  of  God.  With  thefe  friendly 

pofitions  towards  each  other,  it  (hould  feem 

t  the  Mahometan  and  unitarian  might  eafily 

Drought  to  agree/* 

V  all  thefe  propofitions  which  you  have 

>wn  as  certain  faSts^  are  fo  highly  impro- 

n  themfelves,  that  few  perfons,  perhaps, 

ieve  that  you  can  be  ferious  in  advancing 

and  I  (hall  think  myfelf  at  liberty  to  treat 

groundlefs  calumnies,  till  you  ihall  pro- 

le  authority  or  evidence  for  them.     For 

of  things,  as  they  now  are,  and  which 

be  known  to  you,  gives  not  the  leaft 

M  colour 
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i  coVoirt^  of  ptanfibility  to  them.     If  the  diiTettntc 

(r  between  the  uoitanans  atud  the  Mahometans  be 

1  fo  irKOiiTidcrable,  that  there  is  good  ground  m 

think  that  ihe  unitarians  will  fooD  acfcnowltt^e 
the  divine  iinifiion  of  Mahoiiict,  how  has  it 
happ€rH;d  chat  none  of  them  have  yet  done  ik 
and  3<ilualljr  turned  mufliilmen  i  I  think  it  ii 
poflVble  thar>  notwittiflanding  the  extenfivc  read- 
ing of  which  you  give  us  fo  iTUny  mtiiYtatiOTS, 
I  may  be  as  well  acquainted  with  ihc  unitariaa 
writers  of  the  lalt  age  as  you  can  pretend  to  ks 
t  znd  I  have  never  met  with  any  fuch  paffagc  as 

you  metttian  j  and  I  think  if  you  could  have  pro- 
duced any  fuch  in  fupport  of  your  aflertioDs>  foii 
would  aot  have  failed  to  do  it. 


You  may  at  any  time  fee  what  I  have  faid  of 
the  Mahometan  religion  on  feveral  occafion^ 
and  alfo  what  other  unitarians  of  the  prefent  ag^ 
have  advanced  concerning  it.  Do  you  find  in 
my  publications,  or  theirs,  any  thing  favourahlr 
to  the  pretcnfions  of  Mahomet?  And  if  thi 
tendency  of  the  unitarian  principks  be  to  ap- 
proximate towards  thofc  of  the  Mahometans,  it 
might  be  expelled  that  they  would  have  beeft 
nearer  to  each  other  now  than  they  were  in  tk 
lall  century,  l  0iall  therefore,  unlefs  authoritici 
arc  pro*.iuccd,  confidcr  what  you  have  faid  ofl 
thU  fubjed  as  anotbcr  fpecimcn  of  your  im^ewm 
oi  fa^'Js^  and  of  your  unparalleled  cffromcryifl 
poblifhing  them,  in  order  to  throw  aa  odium 
upon  the  uaitarkm.      You  might  indeed  almol 
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as  well  affert  that  all  the  unitarians  in  England 
are  already  fo  far  Mahometans,  that,  to  your 
certain  knowledge,  they  are  aftually  circumcifed* 
What  rcfpeft.  Sir,  can  be  due  to  the  nnan  who 
has  not fcrupledto have  recourfe  to  thefc  calum- 
nies, for  they  cannot  be  called  by  any  fofter 
name,  in  order  to  blacken  his  adverfaries  ?  And 
what  can  we  think  of  the  caufi  that  requires  to  be 
thust  fupported  ? 

Your  curious  account  of  "  the  negociation  re- 
'^  gularly  opened,"  p.  152^  "  on  the  part  of  the 
'*  EngliAi  unitarians  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the 
**  Second,  with  the  ambaflfador  of  the  emperor  of 
•*  Morocco,"  for  which  you  quote  Dr.  Leflie,  was 
probably  an  invention  of  his,  fimilar  to  thofe  of 
yours  in  thefe  Letters,  and  calculated  to  anfwer  a 
fimilar  purpofe.  As  it  is  zftak  hffinefs,  it  may 
be  fufficient  to  give  zjtale  anfwer  to  it,  and  there- 
fore, without  examining  into  the  hiftory  of  what 
pAfled  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  I  (hall 
content  myfelf  with  copying  vhat  Mr.  Emlyn 
Paid  in  anfwer  to  it,  which  is  as  follows : 

**  As  to  your  rarity  of  the  addrefs  to  the  Mo- 
"  rocco  ambaflador,  1  fee  not  what  it  amounts  to, 
»  more  than  a  compldnt  of  the  corruption  of 
5*  the  chriftian  faith  in  the  article  of  one  God, 
»  which  the  Mahometans  have  kept  by  confent 
'^  of  all  fides.  Yet  for  as  much  as  1  can  learh 
'«  nothing  from  any  unitarians  of  any  fuch  ad- 
Ma  **  df  «ft 
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**  ibber  deifts,  who  rejedling  revelation,  acknow- 
**  ledge,  however,  the  obligations  of  morality, 
*'  believe  a  providence,  and  a  future  retribution. 
"  The  whole  difFcrence  between  them  and  us,** 
you  make  them  fay,  "  is  that  we  believe  the 
•  *'  fame  things  upon  different  evidence,  you  upon 
.**.  the  teftiraony  of  a  man,  who  you  fay,  was 
**  raifed  up  to  preach  thcfe  truths;  we  upon  the 
**  evidence  of  reafon,  which  we  think  a  higher 
**  evidence  than  any  human  teftimony,"  &c, 

I  wifli.  Sir,  you  would  produce  a  few  of  thefe 
foier  deifts.  I  think  I  am  acquainted  with  as 
many  unbelievers  as  you  are ;  but  whatever  may 
have  been  the  cafe  formerly,  I  know  no  fuch 
pcrfons  at  prefent  as  you  defcribe  j  i.  e.  unbe- 
^  licvers  who  have  a  ferious  expectation  of  a  fu- 
ture life.  We  may  fee  from  fadt,  that  the  argu- 
ments from  reafon  alone,  are  unable  to  make  any 
lafting  impreffion  on  the  minds  of  thofe  who  can 
reiifl  the  much  plainer  evidences  of  chriftianity; 
which,  being  of  the  hiftorical  kind,  are  much 
better  adapted  to  carry  convidlion  to  the  mind. 

The  prefent  (late  of  things  furniflies  an  abun- 
dant proof  that  it  is  by  the  gofpel  alone,  that  life 
and  immortality  are  fully  brought  to  light.  This 
gives  tlie  moft  fatisfaftory  of  all  evidence  of  a 
future  life,  fuch  as  we  fee  can  really  influence  the 
heart  and  the  life;  fuch  as  can  controul  the 
Arongeft  paffions  of  the  human  breaft,  and  give 
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men  %  manifeft  fupcriorit  jr  of  mind  to  the  world 
ind  all  the  pleaitjres  and  pains  of  ii- 

To  imagine,  as  yoa  do,  that  the  a^rgumemi 
for  a  future  life  from  reaf&n  aUnej  that  is»  from 
appearances  in  the  common  courfe  of  nattrre,  aft 
at  all  comparable  to  the  ev^idence  that  refults 
from  the  gofpcl  hiftory*  and  efpedally  from  the 
death  and  refiirreftlon  of  Chrift  (a  man  like  our- 
felves,  and  therefore,  the  moft  proper  pattern  of 
%  future  univcrfal  refurreftion)  di (covers  fucha 
want  of  real  difcernment  and  judgment,  am! 
fuch  ignorance  of  horn  tin  nature,  as  I  will  ven- 
lure  to  fay»  are  no  where  more  confpicuous  than 
in  thefe  letters  of  yours.  \ 

Tour  reprefentation  of  the  doftrine  of  mstt^ 
rfsUfm  as  favourable  to  aibeifm^  only  Ihew^  your 
ignorance  of  the  fyftem  that  you  wifh  to  expdCj 
as  indeed  what  yov,  dropped  on  the  fubjcd  of 
iiess^  p-  1 1 3*  fufficiently  Ihcivcd  before.  But  ttpon 
this  I  havefaid  fo  much  (more  I  fuppofe  than  you 
will  ever  take  the  trouble  to  read)  in  my  Leiim 
U  a  PbikfcpbicalUnbeliiver^  that  I  ihall  notrcplf 
to  fuch  trite  and  idle  reafoning  as  yours  here. 

What  you  fay  on  the  ftibjeft  of  the  refumakh 
if  it  has  any  weight  at  all,  afftfts  the  chriftiaa 
doftrine,  as  taught  by  St.  Paul.  "  The  hope 
•*  which  you  hold  out/'  you  fay,  p.  156  '*ofa 
•^  rcfurrcftion,  he**  (the  unbeliever)  <^  will  tell 

Hyott 
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^7ou  is  no  hope  at  nil,  ewn  adtnitting  that  the 
•*  evidence  of  the  thing  coald,  wpon  your  priA- 
"  ciples,  be  indifputafele.  The  atoms  -whidi 
•*  compofe  mi,  your  atheift  will  fay,  may  indeed 
•*  Juve  compofed  a  man  before,  and  *nay  again i 
•*  but  me  they  will  iicver  more  compofe,  when 
••  once  the  prcfcnt  me  is  diffipated.  I  have  no 
•*  «o  reGollc^SHon  of  a  former,  and  no  concern 
••  4Af(Mt  a  f«ure  fclf." 

This  might  have  bech  copied  from  the  writ- 
ings of  the  heathen  philosophers 'aigafnft  chriftTa- 
nity.  For  if,  as  I  have  already  intimated,  there 
be  my  faxct  in  the  ob)el%}oR,  it  will  operate 
agadnft  the  dodmneof  a  t^n«e^ii9n  tiniVeifaTty 
oonfidenod,  Becaofe,  if  dit  thing  Aatdks  {mA 
it  is  4Jlie  bDdy  only  tSisit  ii^  ev^  feid  io  ^ie)  do 
not  rife.  Mid  c^mve  to  life  agtfin,  there  h  no  pro^ 
per  Tefunreftimi  at  idt. 

Y^hfttever  hope  of  a  ftittire  f rfc  you  tnay  biiilcl 
OA  the  Placomic  do^brme  of  a  JfZw/,  it  is^  I  will 
venture  to  fay,  unrverfaHy  abandoned  by  the  phi- 
Jofophkal  wibeiievcrs  of  the  prefent  age ;  and, 
therefore,  with  rdpeft  to  them,  you  can  never 
eftablilh  any  hope  of  a  future  life  at  all  on  any 
«her  principles  than  thofc  punfy  cbriftian  ones 
*which  you  endeavour  to  expofe ;  and  whatever 
4li£culties  may  attend  the  confideration  of  it; 
th^  will  all  vanHh,  even  to  the  philofophical 
fnind9  before  the  certain  promife  of  that  great 
M  4  being 
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being  who  made  us  and  all  things.      If  wc  once 
believe  that  hi  has  given  us  this  aflurance,  wt 
can  never  ftjppofe  that  he  will  be  at  a  lofs  fof 
proper  means  to  accomplifii  iiis  end  i  and  if  di£ 
gofpel  hiftory  be  true,  we  have  this  afTu ranee. 
But  from  natural  appearances  we  have  no  evidence 
whatever  of  any  thing  belonging  to  man  that  cm 
fubfift,  feel,  and  aft,  when  the  body  is  in  the 
grave.    And  what  I  maintain  is,  that  we  xmA 
depart  from  all  the  known  rules  of  philofophii- 
ing,  before  we  can  conclude  that  any  fuch  thing 
belongs  to  nnan. 

From  the  fame  mode  of  reafoning  by  which 
we  can  prove  that  there  is  an  immaterial  princi- 
ple in  man^  we  may  alfo  prove  that  there  is  fuch 
a  principle  not  only  in  a  huU^  or  a  plant ^  but 
even  in  a  mngmt^  and  the  moft  inanimate  parts 
of  nature.  For  even  the  moft  inanimate  panj 
of  nature  are  poflcffed  of  powers^  or  prcpmm, 
between  which  and  what  we  fee  and  feci  of  themi 
we  are  not  able  to  perceive  any  connexion  what* 
ever.  There  is  juft  as  much  connexion  between 
the  principles  of  fenfatim  and  iboy^Jbi  and  the 
brain  of  a  man,  as  between  the  powers  of  a  magnet 
and  the  iron  of  which  it  is  made,  or  between  the 
principle  of  gravitation  and  the  matter  of  which 
the  earth  and  the  fun  are  made;  and  whenever  you 
Siill  be  able  to  deduce  the  powers  of  a  magnet 
ftom  I  he  other  properties  of  iron,  you  may  pcr- 
hspa  be  able  to  deduce  the  powers  of  fenfatio(i 
*  and 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.     169 

and  thbught  from  the  other  properties  of  the 
brain.  But  to  you,  Sir,  the  whole  of  this  fubjed 
is  abfolutely  terra  incognita. ,  I  perceive  no  traces  of 
your  being  much  at  bomCj  as  you  pretend,  in  th^ 
Greek  language,  but  here  you  are  a  perfefl: 
ftranger. 

You  are  pleafed  to  fupply  unbelievers  with 
objeftions  to  revelation  on  the  views  that  1  have 
^ven  of  it  j  but  I  can  produce  numbers  who 
will  tell  you,  that  fuch  chrillianity  as  yours,  in- 
cluding the  belief  of  three  perfons  in  one  God, 
is  a  thing  abfolutely  incapable  of  proof,  and  who 
have  aftually  rejefted  it  on  account  of  this  doc- 
trine, which  they  confider  as  fo  palpable  an  abfur^ 
ditjj  and  ccntradiffion^  as  not  even  miracles  can 
make  credible* 

}  am,  &c. 
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LETTER        XVI, 

0/  Bifixif  Bmifi  Dif€M€i  cf  dmmaiary  Om/ss. 

RiT.  Sir*  j^ 

TN  this  Letter  I  (htil  cmhiWt  a  ewriotts  fpcci- 
^  men  of  your  peculijir  mode  of  comrevierfial 
writing,  and  the  advantage  you  take  of  tiic  mat   , 
triRing  overfights  in  yow  opponems,  J 

Ymi  gare  the  high^ft  encomiums  to  the  woria 
tf  Bi^p  BuU)    wichouc  any  ^mnhftctftion  4V 
diftinftion,    and    recommended  €liem  *t^  your 
clergy,  as  an  infallible  guide  in  every  thing  relat- 
ing to  the  fubjeft  of  our  controverfy.    On  this  I 
faid,    "  As    you   recommend   the    writings  of 
**  Bi(hop  Bull  without  exception,  I  prcfumc  that 
«•  you  approve  of  his  defence  of  the  damnatory 
"  claufe  in  the  Athanafian  creed.     Indeed  you 
«*  mentioned  it  among  his  moft  valuable  works.*' 
When  I  wrote  this,  I  did  not,  to  be  fure,  look  into 
the  title-page  of  the  book,  in  order  to  copy  the 
very  worth  of  it  5  but  no  perfon  could  have  any 
fioiibt  which  of  Bilhop  Bull's  treatifes  I  rcaUy 
^         inemnt,  as  what  I  faid  fufficiently  charadcrized 
[         k%^     And  chough  he  does  not  mention  the  Atfai- 
^        lufUd  erecd  in  particular,  he  defends  every  thing 
UiAt  is  harlh  and   fevcre   in    the  treatment  <rf 

unitariaos 


ARCHOtACON  OF  ST,  ALBANS.  .  X71 

tmitarians  hyxhc  oittodax  in  die  prinrnrivc  times, 
and  particultHy  the  anathema  juincxed  to  the 
Nicenc  creed. 

On  tWs  A*bje€):»  however^  you  write  as  fol- 
lows, p.  165.  "  Sir,  did  you  write  this  in  your 
*'  ileep,  or  is  it  in  a  dream  only  that  I  feem  to 
**  read  it.  Bi<(hop  Bull's  defence  of  the  damna- 
**  tory  claufe !  From  you,  Sir>  I  have  now  my 
^*  firft  information  that  Bifliop  Bull  ever  wrote 
^'  upon  the  fubjcd.'*  Then,  enumerating  the 
titles  of  his  works,  you  add,  p.  167.  ''  Intheie 
**  treatifes  there  is  no  defence  of  the  damnatory 
**  clauie,  nor,  that  I  recoiled,  any  mention  of  the 
**  Athanafian  creed.  There  is  no  defence  of  the 
^  damnseoiyclaufe  in  tiie  Se^miQios  and  Englilh 
^^  Trafts^  pohliflied  by  Mr.  NeMbn,  nor  can  I  find 
^*  any  fuck  trafi:  mentioned  by  Mr.  Nelfim  among 
**  the  Bifliop's  lolt  works ;  for  many  fmall  pieces, 
**  which  it  was  known  he  had  writteni  were  never 
**  found  after  his  death.  Where  have  I  mcn^ 
*'  tioned.  Sir,  with  fuch  high  approbation  a -work 
**  which  I  declare  I  have  never  fccn,  and  of 
<«  which,  you  will  forgive  aie,  if  i  ftill  doubt  the 
**cxiftence?*' 

Notwithilanding  this  ridic^ilous  parade,  which 
hath  helped  to  fwell  out  your  book,  you  m^ght 
juft  as  well  have  faid,  that  I  never  wrote  an  An- 
swer to  your  C^<ir|^^,  merely  becaufe  I  called  my 
work  Lexers  to  Dr.  Horfley ;  and  I  will  engage, 
'  that  whatever  doubt  you  might  have  had^  if  you 
had  given  an  order  to  any  bookfeller  in  London 
*  i* 
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in  the  veiy  words  that  I  nfedy  he  irould  hsrc 
fent  you  the  Judicium^  &c.  i.  e.  ne  JtU^mnu  ^f 
the  CatboUt  Cburcb  fm  tbt  thmfafi  Omimria.  am- 
icrnif^  ibi  Ntciffiiy  §fhelinu^  ibai  Mr  Lmrdjifiu 
Ckr^  is  tbi  true  God.  Now,  Sir,  what  is  implied 
in  the  mc^fiiy  of  bilieving,  but  the  condemnation 
of  thofe  who  do  not  believe  ?  The  whole  tnutij 
«nd  the  occafion  of  all  this  lamentable  outcry  is, 
that,  not  having  the  book  before  me  at  the  dme, 
I  faid  ibs  damnatory  claufe  in  tbe  Aibmutfiam  ireed^ 
inftead  of  the  af$stbma  amuxed  to  tbe  Niceae  crui^ 
a  thing  of  exadly  the  fame  nature. 

Befides,  from  your  account,  one  would  ima- 
gine that,  as  you  declare  yourfelf  no  lover  of 
damnatory  claufes,  this  good  bilhop,  whofe  writ- 
ings you  fo  much  recommend,  was  no  more  a 
friend  to  them  than  yourfelf,  but  that  he  might 
be  the  mcckeft  and  mod  candid  of  all  chriftians. 
To  give  a  fpccimcn,  therefore,  of  this  moft  excel- 
lent firelatc's  writings,  I  fhall  produce  a  few  paf- 
fages  from  the  preface  of  this  particular  work, 
fi\>n^  which  a  judgment  may  be  formed  of  the 
o^f<^  and  fpirii  of  the  whole. 

Giving  a  reafon  for  this  publication,  he  fays, 
*♦  TKf  re  have  appeared  a  few  years  ago  in  Eng- 
^  laild,  many  writings  of  wicked  men,  who  have 
^  libouml  with  all  their  might  to  overturn  the 
••  capital  ariivle  ot' our  creed,  on  which  the  hinge 
••  of  chitihjtttUv  certainly  turns,  namely,  con- 
••  ccruing  the  kxi  of  Go<i,  born  of  God  the  Fa- 
•"  thcr  )UiE|^lMt(bc&4re  aU  ages,  very  God  of  very 

"  God, 
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**  God,  by  whom  all  things  were  made ;  who  for 
"  our  lalvation  was  incarnate,  and  made  man ; 
**  fome  of  them  impudently  defending  the  Arian, 
f*  and  fomc  the  Samofatcnian  blafphcmy*." 

He  then  quotes  with  approbation,  a  paflage  from 
Zanchius,  in  which  he  calls  the  wiitings  of  the  unita- 
rians idle  ravings^  inepia  deliria ;  and  afterwards 
fpeakirig  of  Epifcopius,  and  other,  who  though 
orthodox  themfeives,  pleaded  for  fome  moderation 
towards  thefe  erring  brethren,  he  calls  it  "  an  at- 
**  tempt  to  reconcile  Chrift  and  Belial/*  and  adds^ 
**  Thefe  men,  profefling  to  hold  and  believe  with 
••  the  catholics  (in  which  I  wifli  they  were  fincere) 
**  in  the  truth  of  the  article  concernin  j;  the  co  eflen- 
**  tial  Son  of  God,  yet  do  not  acknowledge  the  ne« 
"ccffity  of  Itf."  Then,  with  refpeft  to  their 
maintaining  that  the  chriilian  Fathers  had  the  fame 
moderation,  he  fays,  "  It  is  throwing  the  greateft 
**  reproach  upon  the  dodors,  biihops,  coc^fcflbrs,  and 
**  martyrs  of  the  beft  ages  ;  as  if  in  defending  the 

*  Prodiere  in  Aoglia  ooftra^  intra  paucns  ftbhinc  anoos, 
icripta,  000  pauca  ikominom  nefariotum,  qui  dogma  fidei 
ooftne  n,vfiu\cL\oVf  in  quo  cerre  chriflianifmi  cardo  vertitur  (de 
filio  nempe  dei  ante  omnia  fecula^  ex  ipfb  deo  patre,  nito, 
wro  deo  de  vero  deo»  per  qnem  omnia  condita  fuere^  noftr« 
falutis  caofa  incarnatOy  homioeque  faflo)  labefa^are  arqae 
«v«rtere  omni  ope  adoifi  funt  2  cornra  aliis  Arlanam,  aliit 
vero  Samofateoianaoi  blafphemiam  impadenter  piofM^nnuf 
tibus. 

t  Hi  homines,  cam  veriutem  articnH  de  co  eiren:iali  del  iillo 
cnm  catholicis  fe  tenere  atque  credere  proficcantur  (ucinam 
fincere)  ejofdem  umen  oecefliutem  minime  agnofcunc. 

**  greatell 


^ 
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^  greateft  of  all  the  articles  of  ilic  chriftiaa  religtoS, 
^*  they  were  lukewarm^  yea,  abfolutdy  culdi=— 
*•  whereas  all  thofc  churches  widi  one  voice  and 
•*  judgment  condemned  the  Arian  and  Socmian 
^  doftrine,  as  a  moft  pernicious  and  deadly  hercfy*/' 

He  farther  fays  that,  as  in  his  forn:er  works  be  had 
defended  the  Nicme  creed  itfdf^  fo  in  this*  *•  he  nuin- 
•^  tains  and  defends  the  anaihema  annexed  t9  ii^  viz. 
•*  thofe  wlx>  fay  that  there  was  z  time  when  the  Son 
**  of  God  was  notj  that  he  did  not  exift  before  be 
**  was  born,  and  that  he  was  made  out  of  nothing* 
•*  or  out  of  any  other  hypoftafis  or  fubftance*  that 
•*  he  was  cither  created,  or  fubjeft  to  change  or  al- 
**  tcration^  the  catholic  and  spoftoUc  church  ana- 
V  •*  thematizcst'** 

He  concludes  the  preface  with  (aying,  **This 
•*  judgment  of  the  univerfal  church  of  Chrift,  in  all 
•*  times,  all  pious  and  fober  minded  perfons  wili  re- 
•*  verencc  \  and  therefore  will  be  upon  their  guard 

*  Adeoqae  confr^u^nter  optimonini  fxcalorura  doAoribm, 
epifcopisy  confeflbribus,  oiartyribus,  graviflunam  impftfnmt 
contumeliam  ;  quafi  fciliccc,  in  tuUDdo  capite  religionb  cliffii(^ 
tianae  omnium  maximo,  tepidi,  imo  prorfus  frigidi  faiftn^.— -* 
Quam  ecckiis  ilia;  omnes  ut  hxrefin  pernicioiiJCmaiii,  ac 
JiAvttlnpofof  conrentienti  calculo  ac  jodicio  damnavecaau 

f  TabocoDnfcuIo  cvtt^ i^i^fiop  fymWoU  ito  Mmmemn 
toemur  ac  defendimus T^f  ^i  Aoyo^'leti  m  «o7«  m  ««  m^ 

4O^Qt^07  Tor  VtOV   T*S   ^£¥,   T»7»^  AVa.^l^£ll^%!i  n  XflLdtXljCJI  lU 

*^  againft. 
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<«  a^iltfty  aod  with  alk  tbeic  fouls  ahbor,  the  God 
*^  denying  hsrefy  of  both  the  SomoCucniaos  aod  tfac 
•*  Asians*.'* 

I  nctid  not,^  furelyt  go  any  farther  into  a  work  of 
which  this  is  the  preface.  I  am  tecnptcdy  however^ 
to  quotc»  the  form  in  which  the  biihop  clofes  this 
work,  viz*  "  To  the  mod  holy  and  undivided 
^^  Trinity^  to  God  the  Father,  and  to  his  co*ei]ea- 
•*  tial  and  co-eternal  word,  and  Son,  for  our  laiva- 
**  tion  made  incarnate,  together  with  the  Holy 
•*  Spirit  the  comforter,  be  all  praifcj^  honour  and 
**  and  glory^  from  angels  and  men^  for  ever  and 
••  ever  amenf." 

Gib  yod  read  oil  thk^  Sir,  and  not  acknowledge 
that  BiAop  Btelll  was  a  friend  te^  damnatory  claufesi ' 
and  if  you  be  not  lb  yowielf,  as  you  fay  you  are 
noc,  hc^  came  you  to  reconnnev^  the  writings 
of  this  fiefy  btfhop  fo  unrclervedly  as  you  have 
done  ?  and  indeed,  how  can  you  be  a  true  membef 
of  that  church  which  gives  its  fandion  to  thefe 
damnatory  claufes.  Thofe  damnatory  claufes  are  as 
much  an  article  of  faith  in  the  church  of  England, 

*  Hoc  judicium  ecclefis  Chrifti  untverfalh  omnium  tern* 
ponim  reverebnntur  cerce  pii  ac  ibbrli  omnes,  ^deoque  ah 
«pFif7i^#«  Samofacenia^orum  fimul  et  Arianorum  haeieii 
ca?eboat  fibi,  totoque  animo  abhorrebunc* 

t  San£Ufliin«  atque  individuae  trlniuti,  Deo  patri,  co-c/Ten* 
tiali  et  coztefno  verbo  ac  fiiio,  noflrae  falutcs  caufa  incarnatOt 
vaa  cum  Spirito  fan^o  paracleco,  ab  angdis  et  horoinibus  tri- 
biiatiir  laas,  honos,  et  gloria  omnis  in  fecula  feculorumt 
Amen* 

as 
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as  any  of  the  ibirly-nini:,  and  he  that  docs  not  hm^ 
fde  mainuin  thejDj  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  quit 
her  communion.     You,  Sir,  theiefore,  cither  do,  q r 
ought  to  believe,  that  myfelf  and  all  who  think  as  I 
do,  fliall  Without  douk  perijh  euwlaftingly.     If  you 
cannot  fay  amen  to  this  €urf€^  you  have  no  bufincfl 
where  you  are,  and  certainly  ought  not  to  pro- 
nounce it*    For  this,  your  Athanafian  creed  affcrtf, 
and  I  fuppofe  nofigtire  was  intended  by  the  devout 
compofer  of  it. 


\ 


The  fird  time  that  Birtiop  BuH's  writings  were 
recommended  to  me,  was  by  a  popifh  prieft,.  10^  \ 
whofe  company  I  pafled  fevcral  days  at  Bruffls, 
who  took  icrious  pains  to  make  me  a  Roman 
catholic,  and  afterwards  wrote  to  me  very  ear- 
neftly  on  theJubjefl.  But  paying  too  little  attemiofi 
to  the  recommendation,  I  was  unacquainted  with 
the  real  character  and  value  of  this  writer,  till  it 
was  enforced  by  the  archdeacon  of  St.  Albans* 

I  am,  &c. 


) 


LETTER 
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LETTER        XVIL 

•  Of  the  Light  in  which  the  Dijfenters  are  confidered 
by  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans^  and  of  the  Penal- 
ties to  which  the  Unitarians  among  them  arefitb-^ 
je£l^ 

Rev.  Sirj 

-  '  I  'HOUGH  you  profcfs  yourielf  to  be  no  liiver 

of  damnatofy  claufes^  p.  165-  anrf  now  and 

then  are  pleafed  to  drop  fome  obliging  expre(j5ons 

of  refpeft  for  diffenters,  it  is,  however,  with  a 

confiderable  mixture  of  contempt,  and  w{th  an 

Jqtimation  that  we  unitarian  diflenters  (^pd  all 

-unitarians,  we  both  agree,  either  are,  or  ought 

-.to  be  diflenters  in  this  country)  are  fulbjedt  to 

.many  pains  and  penalties,  as  the  laws  n^w  ftand. 

•With  what  view  you  threw  out  thofe  Mnts,  and 

fo  particularly  recite  thofe  acts  of  parjjiljuxient  to 

.the  penalties  of  which  wc  are  ob/ioxious,   is 

bcft  known  to  yourfelf,  and  time  will  perhaps 

difcover. 

I  had  complained  of  the  contempt  with  which 
:^ou  mentioned  the  places  of  worfhip  among  dif- 
lenters, when  you  called  them  conventicles.  In 
yom  prefent  publication,  after  fbmething  of  an 

N  apology 


inc. 


;l   -.11. 


"    !i.    iii^Tr.y  -o  -.til 


na 


^,. 


--.-:-  :  r^^okc 
■^  "criziijcs.  aot- 

_  _^ iL*pt- 

"  (rni  M.ijclh/  ia  fav';::r  ct  cirenttrs,  tssk^  < 
**  die  (irn«:raJ  or  quarter  leEcni  cfttic  pace  for 
"  fJic  i:fjiiiii7  wlmrr:  70U  live,  vcu  have  madei 
*•  •nj'.an  'iccloration,  which  is  req-jurd  brdnt 
*•  «:t,  iiulcatl  of  the  fubfcription  to  articies  re- 
*'  qiiirrd  by  the  former  a<fts  of  toleration.  I  ai 
*•  If^rry,  Sir,  to  inform  you,  that  I  find  no  eniqr 
"  o(  Mr.  LinUfey's  declaration  in  the  office  of, 
•♦  elir  ihrk  of  the  peace,  either  for  the  countyrf 
"  Maiaich-n,  or  the  city  of  Weftminfter.  CouU 
«•  I  make  the  fame  enquiry  concerning  J» 
**  j  wlm  h  the  Uiilancc  of  your  rcfidence  prcrensj 
"  « '^'H*  1  ihottiU  have  the  mortification  to  firf 

••thtf 


^<^ 
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•*  that  you  have  no  more  than  your  friend  complied 
•*  with  the  laws  from  which  you  claim  proteftion. 
•*  A  report  prevails  that  you  both  objeft  to  the  de- 
•*  claration  from  confcientious  fcruplcs,  a  very  fuffi- 
•*  cient  excufe  for  not  making  it :  but  no  excufe  at 
**  all  for  doing  what  the  law  allows  not  to  be  done5 
•*  except  upon  the  exprefs  condition  that  the  decla- 
•*  ration  be  previouQy  made." 

'  Tou  afterwards  fay,  p.  169.  "  your  mccting- 
*'  houfe  and  his,  contrary  to  your  imagination,  are 
^*  illegal,  unknown  to  the  laws,  and  unproteded  by 
"  them." 

Hei^,  Sir,  it  is  you,  and  not  we,  who  are  miftaken. 

Both  our  coftventicleSi  you  will  find,  are  protefted, 

though  we  ourfelves  are  not.    The  confequence» 

therefore,  of  any  profecution  of  me  (if  any  perfbn^ 

taking  the  hint  from  you^  fhould  proceed  to  it) 

would  be  the  depriving  of  the  difTenters  belonging 

to  the  New-Meeting  at  Birmingham  of  one  of  their 

prefent  paftors ;  but  the  Meeting- bou/e  would  re*' 

main  under  the  protection  of  the  law,  as  much  as 

any  of  your  parifh  churches,  which  owe  all  their 

Gonfideration  to  the  fame  law ;  and  would  not  pre- 

:reDt  their  chufing  another  miiufter,  who,  if  he  had 

more  caution  than  myielf,  might  defy  your  malice; 

but  the  congregation  that  I  ferve,  would  think 

tbemlelves  difgraced  by  a  minifter  of  that  timid 

cbani^n 

Na  As 
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As  you  were  fo  very  defirous  of  gctdng  informt* 
tion  concerning  my  condudt  in  this  buQnds^  I  won- 
der chat  you  Ihould  not  have  been  able  to  find  fine 
perfon  in  this  neighbourhood  like-miiided  wA 
yourfelf,  to  knake  the  enquiry  for  you.  HowevcTi 
I  will  lave  you  and  your  friends  that  trouble,  and 
perhaps  fome  fmall  ezpence^  by  informing  you,  tba^ 
as  I  never  made  the  fubfcripHon  required  of  ajl  di& 
renters  before  the  late  ad,  fo  neither  have  I  made 
the  declarniion  which  that  aft  makes  neceflary  to 
my  legal  toleration,  nor  have  I  at  prefent  any  int»- 
tion  to  do  it. 

I  ihall  farther  inform  you^  and  our  readers,  diat 
when  it  was  firft  propofed  in  the  general  Mf  §f 
dijfeniing  mnifters  in  or  near  London  (of  which,  as  I 
then  refided  pretty  much  in  London,  I  waa  a  mef&r 
bcr)  whether  we  Should  defire  our  friends  in  porCa-^ 
inent  to^pfomote  the  paffing  of  the  bill  or  not,  I 
was  one  oi  thofe  who  voted  for  our  continuing^  in 
our  former  fituation ;  but  we  were  over-ruled  by  a 
very  great  majority.  The  rcafon  for  my  voting  io 
this  naanner  was,  i  believe,  peculiar  to  myfelf.  I 
obferved,  that  1  had  not,  on  my  own  account,  any 
objeftion  to  make  the  declaration  propofe4d  in  tbit 
bill,  with  the  exception  of  a  fingle  circumftuioe 
which  I  then  mentioned,  and  which  we  all  agreed  hid 
better  be  omitted,  and  which  accordingly  was  ftruck 
out  before  the  bill  paffed  into  a  law.  But  I  faid  that 
I  perceived  that  many  perfons,  for  whom  I  had  the 
greatcft  refpcdt,  had  their  ferious  fcruples,  and  fuch 
I  as 
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as  ic  was  probable  they  would  ndt  be  able  to  over-  * 
come;  and  I  thought  that  the  paffingof  the  law, 
and  efpecially  a  general  compliance  with  it»  would 
make  them  more  noticed,  and  perhaps  bring  them 
into  trouble;  whereas,  the  requifitions  of  the  former 
law  were  fo  unreafonable,  that  though  few,  if  any  of 
vs^  had  complied  with  them^  it  did  not  appear  that 
any  body  would  ever  moleil  us  on  that  account. 
For  the  fame  reafon  that  I  did  hot  then  wi(h  for  ihe 
law  to  pafs,  I  do  not  now  chufc  unneceflarily  to 
avail  qiyfelf  of  it. 

But  with  refpedt  to  myfelf,  and  many  others,  the 
diing  is  of  little  confequence.  There  are  laws  enqw 
m  this  country  from  the  penalties  of  which  the  late 
:aft  would  not  exempt  us.  In  this  happy  land  of 
Ifdigtous  liberty  and  toleration,  I  am  liable,  at  any 
)timef  and  without  any  offence  of  a  civil  nature,  to 
llnve  M  my  goods  confifcated,  and  to  be  imprifoned 
%^r  life.  But  though  I  think  thefe  laws  moft  ab- 
^fiird  and  unreafonable,  and  that,  as  a  man  who  has 
^Md  difturbed  the  peace  of  his  neighbours,  1  am  en* 
)  tided  to  all  the  rights  of  other  citizens;  fo  that  I  nei- 
t  tiier  ought  to  be  molefted  oq  account  of  my  own  rcli- 
i  ffon,  nor  compelled  to.contribute  to  the  fupporc  of 
I  that  of  another  perfon,  any  more  than  to  pay  his 
rpbyfician;  I  think  my felf  happy,  confidering  how 
I  much  more  unfriendly  to  truth  civil  governments 
^and  civil  governors  have  been,  that  I  am  not  ex- 
^.pofed  to  all  the  difficulties  and  hazards  that  the 
.  i^ftlca  were  expofcd  to ;  and  when  I  cannot  ob- 

N  3  tain 
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tain  a  legal  tolenukn^  I  am  very  thankful  for  a 
connivance.  - 

You  fay,  p,  16^8,  that  ^^  confcientious  fcrupleg 
^*  arc  no  excufe  at  ail  for  doing  what  the  kw 
**  allows  not  to  be  done,**  In  this  you  totally 
miftake  the  ground  of  my  conduft.  I  do  not 
pretend  that  it  is  authorized  by  the  laws  of  this, 
or  of  any  country,  It  is  enough  for  mc  if  I 
think  myfelf  juftified  by  the  laws  of  G$d  ^  and 
whether  I  ought  to  ahey  God,  or  man,  in  this  cafe, 
do  yo\i  yourfelf  judge. 


What  would  you  yourfelf  ad vife  us  unitariaii* 
in  this  cpuntry  to  do  ?  We  have  heard  again 
and.  again  all  that  you  have  to  fay  in  defence  of 
your  trinitarian  notions,  and  t^initarian  worfliipi 
without  any  approach  towards  conviction,  and 
yet  wejbink  it  our  duty  to  make  a  public  pro- 
feffion  of  our  unitarian  principles,  and  to  adopt 
an  unitarian  form  of  worfhip.  Would  you  fcri* 
oufly  fay  we  ought^  with  the  views  of  things  that 
we  really  have,  to  keep  our  opinions  to  ourfelvdj 
and  have  no  public  worihip  at  all  ?  And  yet 
between  this  conduct  and  our  ading  moreorkls 
openly  in  oppofition  to  you,  and  incurring  the 
penalties  of  the  laws  now  in  force  againft  us, 
there  is  no  medium- 

If  you  really  be  a  friend  to  any  thing  that  de- 
fer ves  the  name  of /^/fm/i^w,  you  muft  fed  fot 

the 


1 
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the  difgrace  of  your  country,  on  account  of 
the  unjuft  and  impolitic  reftraints  the  laws  of  it 
lay  upon  us,  and  you  will  ufe  your  endeavours 
to  promote  the  repeal  of  all  penal  laws  in  matters 
oj Tjeligioriy  and  likewife  to  lay  open  all  civil  offices 
to  all  perfons  who  are  qualified  to  fill  them; 
ivhich  indeed,  is  no  more  than  is  already  done  in 
feveral  countries  in  Europe.  That  thofe  who 
prefer  the  mode  of  religion  now  eftabliflied, 
Should  bear  the  whole  expence  of  it,  without 
compelling  us  to  affift  them  in  it,  while  they  do 
■nothing  for  ours  in  return,  though  a  thing  per- 
feftly  reafonable,  is  more  than  I  expeft  the  arch- 
deacon of  St.  Albans  to  countenance.  I,  how- 
ever, live  in  the  firm  belief  that  even  this  will 
take  place  fome  time  or  other ;  and  my  berlicf  is 
grounded  on  this  general  and  glorious  truth, 
that  there  is  a  wife  and  good  being  at  the  head 
of  all  affairs,  bringing  good  out  of  all  evil.  I 
therefore  believe  that  good  will  finally  tak^ 
place  of  all  evil^  and  confequently,  equity  of 
jnjuftice. 

You  Sir,  as  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans,  may 
.telieve  that  the  church  of  England  will  continue 
to  the  end  of  the  world,  and  that  all  nations  (at 
Icaft  all  that  fpeak  the  Englifh  language,  and  can 
read  the  book  of  Common  Prayer  in  the  original) 
mill  flow  into  it.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  my  firm 
perfuafion,  that  when  Babylon  tbegreatj  the  mother 
cf  harlots,  fliall  fall,  all  her  daughters^  all  the  Utile 
Babylonsy  all  ihcUJfer  ejlabiijlments^  of  what  I  dwcin 

N4  to 
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to  be  corrupt  chriftianity,  will  fall  with  her,  Of 
fooa  after  her^  and  therefore  I  apply  to  them, 
as  wdl  as  to  the  church  of  Romc»  that  awful  warn- 
iilg,  Rev.  xviii.  4,  Come  QUi  ef  her  my  pecple^  thai 
ye  partake  mt  qfher^m,  and  that  ye  receive  mt  &/ 
bitr^piagues. 

While  we  unitarians  behave  as  good  fubjefts  (and  I 
do  not  know  that  we  are  worfe  ti^ouglit  of  than  other 
diflentefs  m  this  cefpeft)  I  have  fuch  confidence  in  the 
good  ienfeof  my  countrymen,  though  without  any 
particular  obligation  to  yourlelf  on  this  account, 
and  in  the  fpint  of  the  times  (which  throughout  all 
Europe  is  daily  more  flivourabte  to  freedom  of  en- 
quiry and  toleration^  and  lefs  favourable  to  old  and 
corrupt,  though  venerable  eftablilbments)  that  I 
have  licfle  doubt  but  that  I  fliail  be  fuffercd  to  pro- 
ceed as  1  Ijavc  hitherto  dooC|  unmoleftedj  proniodng 
by  every  means  in  my  power,  what  I  deem  to  be 
Itnportant  truiby  though  our  legidators  in  the  Jaft 
century  voted  it  to  be  here^  and  klafphenr^. 
What  our  prcfcnt  legi dative  body,  if  the  queftion 
was  brought  before  them,  would  decree,  is  un- 
known ;  but  I  am  pretty  confident  that  when  the 
fubjeifl  fhall  come  properly  before  them  (and  this 
may  be  pretty  foon)  they  will  be  difpofed  to  hear 
reafon,  and  to  do  juflice. 

From  what  you  fay  of  your  own  freedom  of  en- 
quiry, one  would  think  that  you  might  have  treated 
us  diflenters  with  a  little  more  refped.    For  after 
obferving  that  you  are  much  at  heme  in  the  Creek 
'  /  language^ 
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language^  and  that  you  have  read  the  ecclefiaftical 
hiftorians,  you  add,  p.  163.  "  I  had  been  many 
'*  years  in  the  habits  of  thinking  for  myfelf  upon  d 
**  variety  of  fubjefts,  before  I  opened  Dr.  Clarke's 
**  book.  There  is  in  moft  nicrn  a  culpable  timidity ; 
**  you  and  I  perhaps  have  ovt  rcome  that  general 
^*  infirmity,  but  there  is  in  moft  men  a  culpable 
**  timidity,  which  inclines  them  to  be  eafily  over- 
^*  awed  by  the  authority  of  great  namc^/'  It  will 
make  fome  perfons  fmile  to  fee  you.  Sir,  group 
yourfelf  with  me  upon  this  occafion,  and  they  may 
alk  for  fimilar  evidence  of  your  having  overcome 
.  this  culpable  timidity,  and  of  your  havipg  really 
thought  for  yourfelf,  when  they  fee  you  profelTing 
to  hplieve,  and  complying  with  every  thing  that 
thofc  who  do  not  think  for  themfeives  at  all,  profefs 
to  believe  and  comply  with.  Your  profound  ad- 
miration of  Bifhop  Buirs  writings  is  no  proof  of 
your  thinking  for  yourfelf.  All  that  can  be  inferred 
from  it  is,  that  you  have  made  a  wif^  choice  of 
matters.  The  writer  for  whom  I  always  profefs  the 
greateft  admiration  is  Dr.  Hartley,  but  I  differ 
from  him  in  many  things,  and  things  alfo  of  great 
confequence. 

If  however,  you  ftill  retain  the  habit  of  thinking 
for  yourfelf,  allow  me  to  return  your  civility  to  me, 
iwhen  you  joined  my  name,  p.  161.  to  thofc  of 
Bolingbroke^  Voltaire^  and  Gibbon^  by^.acjding  yours 
alfo  to  this  lift  oi  free  enquirers^  and  your  fentence 
Villi  then  clofe  thus,  a  Gibbon^  a  Prjejiley^  era 
Hwfiej. 

For' 
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For  my  own  part,  I  cannot  fay  that  I  muci! 
diQike  my  fituation^  in  the  light  in  which  I  view 
the  different  characters  j  lincc  I  find  myfelf  placed 
^cween  an  unhliiver  on  the  one  hand,  and  a 
bigb  cburcbnmn  on  the  other.  Medio  iutijfmm 
ikis. 

I  am,  Sec. 
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Of  the  Charge  of  wHful  Mijreprifattaihn^  fcfV. 

Kev.  Si^^ 

AS  both  yourfelf,  and  your  great  and  go^i  a^^ 
^^  Mr.  Badcock^  have  employed  To  much  of 
your  refpeftive  publications  on  the  fub^eft  of  ^- 
^erftonsy  wilful  mifreprefentationSy  artificCy  manage- 
menty  &c.  &c.  &c.  (for  you  are  at  no  lofs  for 
words  or  phrafes  of  this  import)  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  give  you  one  (hort  letter  on  that 
fubject. 

I  was  willing  to  hope,  that,  in  this  fecond  pub- 
lication, you  would  have  obferved  the  rules  of^ 
decency,   and  of  probability,  in   ycur  char^ 
againft  me,  and  that  you  might  have  expreffed 
fome  little  concern  for  your  former  violations  of 

thenu 
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ihtm.  But  I  am  forry  to  find,  that  inftead  of  re-, 
trading  any  thing,  you  have  confiderably  added 
to  your  offences  of  this  kind.  You  had  before 
charged  me  with  knowingly  mifquoting  the 
Englilh  tranflation  of  the  Bible,  when,  in  fa6t,  I 
ihould  not  have  gained  any  thing  by  it.  You 
now  talk,  p.  5.  ofmydcfignedly  oiyiittingafigni- 
ficant  adjeftive,  as  you  fay,  in  a  quotation  from 
Athanafius,  when  I  neither  intended  to  quote, 
nor  to  tranflate  the  paflage,  but  only  referred  to, 
and  gave  the  general  fenfe  of  it  j  and  this,  I 
doubt  not  was  the  true  one.  Yet  upon  this  you 
raife  loud  exclamations,  concerning  truPby  can- 
doufy  confiftencyy  and  dealing  infarcafms. 

You  alfo  think,  with  Mn  Badcock,  that  I 
really  meant  to  conceal  from  the  unlearned 
part  of  a  quotation  from  Juftin  Martyr,  which 
I  printed  in  Greek  at  full  length,  and  this  in  a 
public  controverfy  with  yourfelf,  of  whofe  vigi- 
lance in  this  refpedt  I  could  not  entertain  a  doubt. 
^*  The  entire  paflage,"  you  fay,  p.  83.  *'  as  long 
*^  as  it  appears  not  in  your  tranflation,  lay  inno- 
^*  cently  enough  in  the  Greek,*  at  the  bottom  of 
**  your  page."  But  I  muft  have  been  an  ideof  in- 
deed in  plain  Englifli,  and  fomething  worfe  than 
the  idiota  of  TertuUian,  as  well  as  the  homo  nefa- 
rius  of  Bifliop  Bull,  to  have  attempted  a  decep- 
tion in  thefe  circumltances. 

.  .• 

As,  in  another  place,  you  fpeak  more  fully 
on, the  fubjcft  of  my  artifice  and  infincerity, 

enlarge 
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enlarge  upon  the  nature  of  it,  and  the  degree  of 
ks  guHt  in  controverlial  writings,  I  fhall  pro- 
duce the  palfagc  at  lengthy  and  then  give  a  gene- 
ral anfwer  to  it, 

•^  Indeed,  Sir,"  you  fay^  p.  159.  "  in  quoting 
*'  ancient  authors  when  you  have  underftood  the 
^^  original,  which  in  many  inftances  is  not  the 
"  the  cafe,  you  have  too  often  been  guilty  of 
*'  much  rcferve  and  management.  This  ap- 
**  pears  in  fomc  inftances,  in  which  you  cannot 
**  pretend,  that  your  own  inadvertency,  or  your 
'*  print er*s,  hath  given  occafion  to  unmerited  im* 
"  putations.  I  wiih  that  my  complaints  upon  this 
"  head  had  been  groundlefs  :  but  in  juftice  to  my 
"  own  caufCj  I  could  not  fuffcr  unfjiir  quotations 
"  to  pafs  undetefted.  God  forbid  that  I  ftiould 
'*  draw  any  conclufion  from  this  unfcemly  prac- 
"  tice,  againft  the  general  probity  of  your  char 
'*  rafter*  But  you  will  allow  me  to  lament  that 
'*  men  of  integrity,  in  the  fervice  of  what  they 
"  think  a  good  end,  fhould  indulge  themfclvci 
**  fo  freely  as  they  often  do  in  the  ufe  of  unjufti- 
^^  fiable  means.  Time  was,  when  the  practice 
«  was  openly  avowed,  and  Origen  himfclf  was 
**  among  its  defenders.  The  art  which  he  r^T 
*^  commended,  he  fcrupled  not  to  employ.  I 
'*  have  produced  an  inftance,  in  which,  to  fiJcnc^ 
*^  an  advcrfary,  he  hath  recourfe  to  the  wilful 
"  and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  falf- 
*'  hood.  You  have  gone  no  fuch  length  as  this. 
"  I  think  you  may  bcjieyc  me  fincere,  when  I 

^'fpcal^ 
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*'  fpeak  rcfpcftfuUy  of  your  worth  and  integrity^ 
*^  nocwithftanding  that  I  find  occafion  to  charge 
<«  you  with  fomc  degree  of  blame,  in  a  fore  in 
^^  which  the  great  chara&er  of  Origen  was  more 
**  deeply  infcftcd.  Would  to  God  it  had  been 
••  otherwife.  Would  to  God  I  could  with  truth 
••  have  boafted  ^  To  theft  low  arts  ftooped  Origen, 
•*  but  my  contemporary,  my  great  antagonift,  dif- 
'^  dains  them.*  How  would  it  have  heightened 
•*  the  pride  of  vifbory,  could  I  have  found  a  fair' 
«<  occafion  to  be  thus  the  herald  of  my  adverfaries 
*«  praifc." 

All  the(e.  Sir,  and  fuch  like  charges  of  artful, 

and  therefore  highly  criminal  mifreprefentation  (for 

they  cannot  amount  to  any  thing  icfs,  notwith- 

flanding  all  your  qualifying  cluufes)  which  you 

and  Mr.  Badcock  are  perpetual^  urg^g,  are  in 

their  own  nature,  too  abfurd  to  gain  any  credit, 

and  therefore  can  only  (hew  that  what  you  want  In 

argument^  you  are  willing  to  make  up  fome  othci; 

way.    I  have  completely  vindicated  the  chara&er 

of  Origen,  which  you  have  endeavoured  to  blot ; 

and  as  to  myfelf^  you  are  quite  at  liberty  to  think 

of  me  juft  as  you  pleafe.    I  am  not  confcious  of 

any  unfaimefs  whatever  in  any  part  of  my  proceed* 

ings,  but  have  a  perfcft  willingnefs  to  bring  before 

the  public  every  thing  that  may  enable  them  to 

r  fy^rti  a  true  judgment  on  the  fubjeft  of  this  con- 

froverly-     I^  1  knew  of  any  circumftance  fevour- 

hle  to   7^^^  argument,    1  would  produce  it  as 

j'hr  M  I  fliould  do  any  thing  in  favour  of  my 
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own ;  and  I  am  as  willing  to  detea  my  own 
miftakes,  as  you,  or  ar>y  perfon,  can  be  to  do  i! 
for  mc-  For  this  I  appeal  to  the  tenor  of  all  my 
writings,  and  to  my  genera)  chamber,  which  I 
will  venture  to  fay  is  as  fair  as  yours. 

You  arc  pleafed,  indeed,  to  bakncc  the  accouaC 
of  my  wilful  mifreprefentations,*  &c.  with  an  allow* 
ance  for  xhc  general  probi$y  of  my  cbaraQer^  p.  t6a 
and  a  cordial  eftiem  und  affe^hn  for  iht  vinim 
ef  ify  which,  you  fay,  are  great  and  amiakle.  Whic 
you  know  of  my  private  charader  I  cannot  tclh 
but  I  fuppofe  not  much ;  and  I  fhall  not  attempt 
to  balance  your  account  in  the  fame  nrjaoner ;  f<^ 
really  of  your  private  charader,  I  know  but  litde, 
cither  good  or  evil ;  and  therefoie  I  prefume  the 
former,  though  the  Jibertif s  you  have  taken  as  i 
writer  are  not  very  favourable  to  that  prelumptioa 
But  this  kind  of  apology  is  abfurd  ;  and  had  1 
thought  you,  or  Mr,  Bad  cock,  capable  of  ik 
things  with  which  you  charge  n>Cj  I  fhould  no( 
fay  that  **  j  our  virtues  were  either  great,  of 
'*  amiable/* 

By  way  of  foftening  thofc  charges^  which  ma- 
terially affcft  my  moral  ibaraclir^  you  fomctima 
(though  it  makes  a  poor  compcnfation  for  defers 
of  a  moral  nature)  introduce  compliments  (whether 
fincerely  or  ironically  is  equally  indifferent  to  0ic) 
refpefting  mmt  &f  a  pbilofopbkal  kind,  Thrfc 
alfo,  for  want  of  information,  I  am  unable  to 
tcturn.    For  if  1  were  aiked  what  improvement 
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in  fcience  the  world  owes  to  you,  1  really  could 
not  tell ;  and  I  think  it  is  very  poflible,  that,  in 
faft,  you  are  as  much  a  ftranger  to  my  purfuits^  • 
as  I  am  to  yours.    By  this  I  do  not  mean  to  infmuatc 
that  you  have  no  merit  as  a  mathematkiart^    ta 
which  you  make  high  pretenfions;  but  though  for 
ibmc  years  I  applied  pretty  clofcly  to  the  ftudy  of 
'  pure  mathematics,  and  was  thought  to  have  made 
feme  proficiency  in  them,  it  was-  when  I  had  not 
the  means  of  employing  my  time  as  I  now  do^ 
lb  that  I  give  but  little  attention  to  thofe  matters. 
"Whatever  may  be  the  cafe  with  you,  I  find  that  if 
I  particularly  cultivate  one  Branch  of  knowledge, 
it  muft  be  at  the  expence  of  others.     I  have  there- 
fore made  my  choice  of  the  different  objeds  of- 
purfuit,  and  fhali  hardly  change  it  now,  except,,  as^ 
1  get  older,  to  circumfcribe  my  lludies  dill  more. 

If  any  thing  would  juftify  a  retort  of  fuch  charges 
of  unfairnefsy  it  would  be  your  readinefs,  upoa 
every  flight  occafion,  to  bring  them  againft  me. 
For  we  do  not  eafily  fufpedt  others  of  what  we 
feel  we  are  incapable  of  ourfelves.  But  as  I  am 
confcious  of  the  utmoft  fairnefs  in  my  own  con- 
dudt,,  I  cannot  lightly  believe  the  contrary  of 
others. 

As  I  obfcrved  to  Mr.  Vcnn>  in  the  firft  theolo- 
gical controverfy  in  which  I  engaged,  p.  9.  ••  It 
•*  behoves  us  carefully  to  diftlnguilh  between  a 
•*  latent  infinceritf^  (the  nature  and  ciufes  of  which 
I  there  explain)  «*  under  the  influence  of  which 

•*  mei* 
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«*  men  deceive  themlelvcs,  and  that  dinii  pfiva^ 
"  rication,  with  which  thofe  who  are  engarred  in 
**  debate  are  too  ready  lo  charge  one  another,  as 
**^  if  their  advcrlanes  knowingly  concealed,  or  op 
*'  pofcd  the  truth  This  is  a  crime  of  fo  heinoui 
"  a  natuie,  thit  I  fiiould  be  very  unwilling  to 
•*  impute  it  to  any  pcrfon  whatever,"  1  am 
therefore  unwilling  to  charge  it  on  you,  or  Mr* 
Badcock,  notwithltanding  fomc  appearances  migbt 
fcem  to  jufiify  me  in  it. 

1  am  the  moft  puzzled  to  account  for  the  flrangc 

and  improbable  hillory  that  you.  Sir,  have  given 

V  of  a  church  of  orthodox  Jcvi^s  at  Jerufalem,  afcer 

%  the  time  of  Adrian,    and  the  feries  of  hiftorical 

fails^  as  y  u   have  the  aflurance  to  call  them,  for  , 
r»  which  it  is  not  poflible  that  you  (hould  luve  any  , 

authority,  in  ancient  or  even  in  modem  writers  i 
and  yet  had  you  yuurfcif  been  prefcnt  at  the  fur- 
fender  of  the  place,  and  had  drawn  up  the  terms 
of  capitulation  J  you  could  not  have  given  a  more 
diftind  and  pofitive  account.  But  the  faft,  1  be- 
lieve, was,  that,  without  any  examination  of  your 
own,  you  took  it  for  granted,  from  the  authority 
of  Moflieim  (who  bad  no  authority  for  it  himfdf) 
that  one  leading  circumftance  was  true,  and  then 
concluded  that  the  other  circumftances,  which  you 
have  added,  and  therefore  knew  that  you  added, 
muH  have  been  fo  too.  On  this  you  have  not  hcfi- 
tat  d  to  relate  the  whole  in  one  continued  tiarra- 
tivcy  juft  as  if  you  had  been  copying  from  fomc 
hiltorian  of  the  time  ^  and  Grigen,  who  lived  in  thol^ 

times. 
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times,  and  in  the  very  country,  and  whore  veracity 
was  never  queftioned  before,  is  treated,  without  cere- 
mony, as  z  wilful  liar  J  becaufe  he  has  given  ft 
different  account  of  things. 

As  it  has  been  very  much  my  objcft  to  trace 
ffeils  to  their  caufeSy  and  I  conGder  the  human 
mind,  and  confequentiy  all  human  adlions,  to  be 
fubjeft  to  lawsy  as  regular  as  thofe  which  operate 
iD  my  laboratory  (for  want  of  knowing  or  attending 
lo  which  Mr.  Gibbon  has  egregjioofly  fsilcd  in  his 
iccount  of  the  caufes  of  the  fpread  of  chfiftranity^ 
md  you  in  this  controveriy)  I  had  framed  an  hypo« 
eheiia  to  .account  for  Mr.  Badcock's  cenfure  of 
irhac  I  faid  concerning  Eufebius;  but  not  beii^ 
^iKte  fatisficd  with  it,  I  rejeflied  it.  However, 
MCwkhftanding  (bong  appearances,  I  am  ftili  wit* 
Ei^  to  hope,  that  the  mifreprefcntation^  though 
exceedingly  grofif  was  tiot  dtr^y  wrlfui. 

t  a/ii|  &c* 
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LET    T^E    R        XIX* 

MifctlUniQUS  artkks,  and  ihe  Canilmfim* 

Rev.  Sir, 

T\  I S  P  O  S  E  D  as  you  are  to  make  the  moli  of 
every  trifling  overfight  that  you  can  difcow 
in  my  Hijiory^  and  of  every  conceffion  that  I  make 
toyou*  I  ftill  have  no  objcAion  to  acknowlecigc 
any  nal  mijiake  that  I  have  fallen  into,  impoitaii 
or  unimportant;  and  I  ftall  certainly  corrcwl all 
fuch  in  any  future  edition  of  my  work  ;  and  lilw- 
wife,  as  far  as  I  am  able,  in  the  tranllatioDS  thac 
are  making  of  it  into  foreign  languages^  I  Otffl 
no*v  make  i'xo  acknowledgments,  and  let  our 
readen  judge  of  their  importance;  and  bow  Kttk 
my  Hiftory  lofes  for  want  of  being  perfcSly  conrft 
in  thofc  particulars.  •  J 

1  had  faid  that  "  Valclius  was  of  opinion  that 
*'  the  hiftory  of  Hegcfippus  was  n^ieded  and 
•*  loft,  becaufe  it  was  obferved  to  favour  the  uni- 
**  carian  dodrine,"  whereas  I  fhould  have  fidd, 
*•  on  account  of  the  errors  which  it  contained,  and 
^^  that  thofe  errors  could  not  be  fuppofed  to  be  sif 
•*  other  than  tbck  of  the  unitaruns  ;**  and  if  I  bad 
confutted  the  pofiage  at  the  time,  I  certainly  fboobi 
have  expfcfled  myfeif  in  that  more  cautious  nuniier. 

Bat 
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But  of  what  confequcnce  is  this  circumftance  to 
my  great  argument  ?  Mr.  Badcock,  having  looked 
for  the  pafiage  to  which  I  refer,  and  not  being 
able  to  find  it,  feems  to  have  imagined  that  I 
had  no  fuch  paflage  to  produce.     He  therefore 
■after  his  infolent  manner,  challenges  me  to  pro-* 
duce  it,  and  to  put  him  to  Jhame.      That  I  be- 
lieve to  be  impoffible,  otherwife  it  would  have 
been  efFeftually  done  in  my  Remarks  on  the  Monthly 
Rei)iew  ;  at  lead,  by  my  notice  of  his  moft  Ihame- 
ful  conduft  with  refpeft  to  my  cenfure  of  Eufebius, 
p.  21,  of  which  he  fays  nothing  at  all  in  \i\%  Letter 
to  me.     1  fuppofe  he  thought  it  not  to  he  regarded. 
However  the  paflage  which  I  refer  to,  and  which 
fufficiently  anfwers  my  purpofe,  is  as  follows: 
**  Moreover,  thofe  books  of  Clement  contained 
•*  a.fhort  and  compendious  expofition  of  both 
**  the  tcftaments,    as  Photius  in  his  Bibliotheca 
**  witneflcs ;  but  on  account  of  the  errors  with 
•*  which  they  abounded,  being  negligently  kept, 
**  they  were  at  length  loft ;  nor  was  there  any 
**  other  reafon,    in  my  opinion,  why  the  books 
**  of  Papias,  Hegefippus,  and  others  of  the  anci- 
•'  ents  arc  now  loft  *.'* 

You,  Sir,  however  have  obfefved  this  paflage, 
and  you  fay,    p.  4.   **  Valefius  has  indeed  ex- 

*  Porro  ii  dementis  libri  continebant  brevem  8c  compen- 
^iariam  utriufquse  ceflamenti  expoiitionem,  at  teftatur  Photius 
ill  Bibliotheca.  Ob  errores  aatem  quibus  fcatcbanCy  negligentius 
habid,  tandem  perierunt.  Nee  alia,  meo  quid^  judicio» 
caofa  eft,  car  Papix  Be  Hegefippi,  aKoromqae  v6terum  librit 
iaterciderint.    In  Eufeb.  Hiil.  Lib.  v,  cap.  lu 

O  2  y  prcflcd 
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•*  preflcd  an  opinion  that  the  work  of  Hcgefippoi 
•*  was  ncgkfted  by  the  ancients,  on  account  of 
"  errors,  which  it  contained.  But  what  tlic  errors 
*'  might  be  whii  h  might  occafion  this  ncgled  b 
**  a  point  upon  which  Vakfius  i%  filent.  And 
"  what  right  have  you  to  fuppofe  that  the  unita- 
*'  riaji  doftrine  was  the  error  which  Valefitia 
**  aicribed  to  Hegcfippus  more  than  to  Clemens 
^  Alcxandrinos,  upon  whole  hft  work  of  the 
•*  Hypocypotts  he  paflcs  the  fame  jtrdgment."     J 

I  anfwer^  that  there  were  no  errors  of  any  coa- 
Jbquence  aferibcd  to  that  early  age  bcfidcs  tliofc  of 
the  GnofticSy  and  of  the  unitarians-     The  fbrmcf 
certainly  were  not  thofe  tJiat  Valefius  couid  allude 
^  to  with  relpeft  to  Hegefippus^  becaufc  this  writer 

mentions  the  Gnoftics  very  particularly  as  heretics;  M 
but  makes  no  mention  of  unitarians  at  all  ^  though 
they  certainly  exilled,  and  I  doubt  not  cojifHtmed 
the  great  body  of  unlearned  chritlians  in  his  time; 
which  is  one  circumftance  that,  together  with  hif 
being  a  Jewijb  cbrifiian  fall  of  whom  are  exprcfslf 
faid  to  have  been  Ebionitcs,  and  none  of  them 
to  have  believed  the  divinity  of  Chrift)  kads 
me  to  conclude  that  he  was  an  unitarian  himfelf. 
Though  Clemens  Alexandrinus  was  not  an  uniu- 
fian, .  yet  he  never  calls  unitarians  bereiks ;  3i^ 
fince  in  his  accounts  of  hereiks  in  general^  which 
,  are  pretty  frequent  in  his  works,  he  evidently  m^ns 
the.  Cnoftics  mly,  and  therefore  virtually  excludes 
unitarians  from  that  dcfcription  of  men  1  it  is  by  do 
ioeans  improbable  but  thatf   in  thofe  writings  ^ 
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kis  which  arc  loft,    he   ihight   have  faid  things 
^irc&ly  in  favour  of  unitarians. 

In  this  paflage  Valefius  alfo  mentions  the  writ- 
ings  of  Papias,  as  having,  in  his  opinion,  been  loft 
for  the  fame  reafon.  Now  Papias  has  certainly 
been  fuppofcd  tb  be  an  EWonite.  Mr.  Whifton  has 
made  this  very  probable  from  a  variety  of  circum- 
ftances.  See  his  Account  of  the  ceqfing  of  miracles j 
p*  18.  In  the  fame  tra£b  he  gives  his  reafons  for 
fuppofing  Hegefippus  to  have  been  an  EbioniteY 
.  'tnd  he  exprefies  his  wonder,  >'  that  he  (hould  have 
*•  had  the  good  fortune  to  be  fo  long  efteemed  by 
••  the  learned  for  a  catholic,*'  p.  21,  &c.  In  this 
Mr.  Whifton  may  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  fuffi'- 
ciently  impanial,  as  he  was  an  Arian,  and  exprejQes 
great  diflike  of  the  Ebionites }  as,  indeed,  Arians 
always  have  done. 

I  alfo  acknowledge  that  I  ought  not  to  have 
exempted  Epiphanius  (as  you  have  obferved,  p.  4* 
though  with  more  fevericy  than  the  cafe  required) 
from  the  impropriety  of  charging  Noetus  with 
being  a  Patripalfian.  But  this,  alio  is  a  circum* 
ftance  of  as  little  confequence  to  the  main  argu- 
ment as  the  former,  though  my  negligence  with 
refpe£t  to  it^  I  frankly  own,  was  greater.  I  had 
xnylelf  difcovered  the  miftake,  and  ihould  have 
correfted  it,  if  your  Letters  to  me  had  never  ap- 
peared. That  the  Patripaffian  notion  was  inju- 
rioully  charged  upon  the  unitarians  of  antiquity 
|6  fufficiently  (hewn  by  Beaufobre,  who  was  him- 
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yourfelf  juftified  by  my  conduft  in  the  publication 
:  of  finall  and  cheap  pamphlets,  for  the  purpofe  of 
difleminating  my  principles  among  the  lower  and 
poorer  clafs  of  people,  though,  in  my  opinion,  the 
two  cafes  are  very  different  indeed.  This  pod, 
however,  which  we  were  once  in  poffcflion  of,  you. 
and  your  friends  have  now  got,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
fuppofed  that  you  will  afk  our  leave  what  ufe  to 
make  of  it;  fo  that  we  muft  yield  with  as  good  a 
grace  as  we  can^  and  endeavour  to  make  our  ground 
good  elfewhere« 

II. 

One  of  your  curious  proofs  of  my  ignorance^ 
and  of  my  being  entirely  unqualified  to  write  the 
biftory  of  early  timesj  is  my  not  being  acquainted 
•with  the  opinions  of  fomc  modem  writers^  and  thofe 
either  difficult  to  procure,  or  fuch  as  could  have 
been  of  little  ufe  to  me,  if  I  had  known  them.  I 
acknowledged  that  I  had  not  heard  of  D.  Zuicker^ 
J  did  not  know  what  Epifcopius,  Petavius,  or  Huc- 
tius,  thought  on  a  particular  fubjedt,  and  I  had  not 
icad  your  great  authority,  bifliop  Bull.  '^  What  is 
•'  this,**  you  fay,  p.  7.  **  but  to  confefs  that  you  are 
»^  indeed  little  redde  in  the  principal  writers,  cither 
^^  on  your  own  fide  of  the  queftion  or  the  oppofite. 
*^  But  as  no  man,  I  prefume,  is  born  with  an  intui- 
^  tive  knowledge  of  the  opinions,  or  the  fafbs,  1^ 
^<  paft  ages,  the  hiftorian  of  religious  corruptions/ 
*'  confeffing  himfelf  unredde  in  the  polemical  <//« 
^  vims^  confeiies  ignorance  of  bis  fubjedt    You 
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'*  repel  the  imputation  of  fkgiarifm  by  tlie  moft 
•*  difgraceful  conFcffion  oUgmranct^  to  which  foiled 
♦*  pokmic  ever  was  reduced/' 

Now  the  probability  is,  that  my  reading  in 
polemical  divinity  is  much  more  cxtenfive  than 
yours.  But  if  it  had  been  ten  time§  greater 
than  it  is,  I  do  not  know  whether,  inftcad  of 
being  advantageous,  it  might  not  have  been  of 
diOervic€  tq  me,  in  afcertaining  the  ftate  of 
things  in  the  early  ages,  to  the  knowledge  of 
which  thefe  authors  had  no  better  accefs  than 
myfelf.  You  yourfelf,  I  am  prcrty  confident^ 
have  formed  your  opinions  on  thefe  fubjeds 
chiefly  from  modern  writers ;  and  it  has  been  by 
this  means,  and  by  the  help  of  y9ur  fertile  ima-^ 
gination,  as  I  have  Ihertn,  that  you  have  been  fo 
miferably  mifled  as  you  have  been. 

in. 

You  and  Mr.  Badcock  both  pride  yourfelve* 
in  your  knowledge  of  the  Greek  language,  and 
you  infult  me,  and  my  Findkalor^  for  our  ignor* 
ance  of  it*  But  to  criticize  others  is  the  eafieft 
road  to  fame.  In  the  fame  way  you  might  fet 
yourfelfup  even  againft  Cafaubon,  Scaliger,  or 
Bently,  to  whom  you  acknowledge,  p;  58.  that 
you  **  ftand  bowing  at  a  diftance :"  for  the  greateft 
fcholafs  fom^times  make  great  miftakes. 

Out  of  the  number  of  citations  that  IliSvtf 
Oiade,  is  i^  extraordtnary  that  tlvo  or  thr«^  m* 

thoft 


^ 


I     ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS,    tn 

r  thole  of  no  great  confequencej  fhould  have  been 
:  found  in  fome  degree  faulty  ?  You  and  your 
ally  have  had  no  occafion  to  produce  many,  and 
■writing  in  controverfy,  would  naturally  be  more 
guarded  i  and  yet  your  errors  in  this  way  far  ex- 
ceed mine.  Concerning  one  of  thefe,  you  fay, 
p.  15.  **  the  words  are  fo  very  clear,  that  the 
*'  the  fenfe  was  hardly  to  be  miffed  at  firft  fight, 
**  by  a  fchool  boy  in  the  fecond  year  of  Greek.'* 
What,  then,  will  be  faid  of  the  man  who  can 
tranflate  idiot aytideot,  who  can  argue  from  «7@-  as 
ncccffarily  referring  to  a  per/on  (for  if  this  was 
not  your  meaning,  it  was  impertinent  to  alledgc 
'  it  at  all)  and  cenfure  me  for  rendering  «*t  *a\»  rm  n 
hjto  nothing  but  ?  And  what  can  you  fay  in  excufc 
for  your  learned  ally  tranflating  ««^^ol  y«p  **!•  «u^of 
7p0T  or,  others  upon  another  plan^  inilead  of  fome  {n 
§ne  way  and  others  in  another^  on  which  he  founds 
the  moft  improbable  and  malignant  of  all  his  ac- 
cufations  againft  me,  for  concealment^  wilful perver^ 
J!cny  ^c.  ?  And  what  can  you  fay  for  the  apology 
he  has  made  for  his  blunder,  when  he  only 
allows  that  the  words  may  be  more  accurately  ren* 
dered  as  I  have  done;  whereas,  every  perfon 
who  is  at  all  acquainted  with  Greek,  muft  know 
that,  in  that  connexion,  and  efpecially  if  die 
force  of  the  particle  y^f  be  attended  to,  the 
phrafe  will  not  bear  any  other  rendering  ?  A 
writer  who  affumes  fo  much  as  he  has  done,  and 
v4io  has  treated  my  Vindicator^  on  the  fubjcd  of 
Greeks  with  a  degree  of  infolcnce  that  exceeds 
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You  are  pleafed  to  make  fome  apology  for 
your  haughty  Jiyle^  and  the  contemptuous  airs  you 
gave  yourfclf,  both  with  rcfpeft  to  Diflenters,  and 
to  your  own  inferior  Clergy.  To  what  I  oblerved 
on  this  fubjcft,  you  now  fay,  p-  158,  "  it  might 
•*  be  a  fufBcicnt,  and  not  an  unbecoming  reply,  to 
•*  remind  you  that  I  fpoke  ex  cathedra,  and  hold 
**  myfelf  accountable  for  the  advice  which  I  gave 
*'  to  no  human  judicature,  except  the  King,  the 
**  metropolitan,  and  my  diocefan.  This  would 
**  indeed,  be  the  only  anfv/cr,  which  I  Ihould 
^'  condefcend  to  give  to  any  one  for  whom  I  re- 
*'  tained  not,  under  all  our  differences,  a  very 
*'  confiderable  degree  of  perfonal  cftecm.  But 
'^  as  Dr.  Prieftley  is  my  adverfary,  in  fome  points 
^'  I  could  wifli  to  fet  him  right,  and  in  fome  I 
*'  defire  to  explain.'* 

A  great  part  of  this  apology  was,  indeed.  Sir, 
quite  unneceflary,  as  no  perfon  can  read  your 
Charge  and  doubt  your  having  delivered  it  ex 
cathedra.  The  inferior,  the  far  inferior  clergy, 
to  whom  it  was  addreffed,  were,  I  prefume,  fully 
fenlible  of  it.  The  only  queftion  is,  whether 
you  ever  think  that  you  are  not  fpeaking  ex 
cathedra.  Pleafe,  however,  to  remember  that  I 
am  not  one  of  thofe  to  whom  you  have  any  right 
to  fpeak  in  that  manner,  and  that  I  do  not  hold 
myfelf  accountable  to  any  metropolitan,  or  dio- 
cefan, or  even  to  the  king,  or  any  perfon  or  poten- 
ute  on  earthy  in  matters  of  religion.    Alfo  while 
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I  have  "  crecUc  enough  (p.  « 7 1 ,)  to  collet,"  or 
to  find,  ^*  a  congregation,"  I  /li;iU  preach,  withotu: 
applying  to  your  churchy  or  the  church  of  Rome* 
for  holy  orders  i  and  I  fhail  think  my  cmvemuh 
as  reputable  a  place  for  preaching  as  any  oi  your 
churches  \  WiQu^h  you,  p*  169,  i\\\vk  it  arrag&r^ 
in  me  to  make  the  comparifun  between  iheni« 
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I  can  hardly  believe  that  I  am  living  in  the  clofc 
of  the  eighteenth  century,  when  I  read  what  you 
fay  in  this  publication  concerning  the  dignity  uni 
the  power  of  iie  priefibood^  derived  by  regular 
Juuejfion^  p.  lyi.  from  the  apoftles,  and  of  courfe 
through  the  Popes,  and  6nd  that  you  fcrioufly 
difallow  of  my  auihority  to  cxercifc  the  lacred 
funftion,  &€•  As  a  curiofity,  in  the  year  17S4, 
I  am  tempted  to  give  my  reader  a  pretty  long 
extraft  from  your  work  on  this  fubjecl.  After 
enumerating  the  mifchiefs  that  you  fay,  p.  170^ 
you^  have  feen  in  your  own  country,  in  the  courfe 
of  your  own  life,  you  add,  "  When  I  confidcr 
•*  that  the  root  of  all  thofe  evils  has  been  ths 
*'  prevalency  of  a  principle,  of  which  you  feem 
"  difpofed  to  be  an  advocate,  that  every  man 
**  who  has  credit  enough  to  colleft  a  congregatioa 
**  has  a  right,  over  which  the  magiflrate  cannot 
*^  without  tyranny  exercife  controul,  to  celebrate 
•*  divine  woifhip,  according  to  his  own  form, 
"  and  to  propagate  his  own  opinions ;  I  am  in- 
^*  clined  to  be  jealous  of  a  principle  which  hai 
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**  proved,  I  had  almoft  faid,  fo  niinousj  and  I 
•*  lean  the  more  to  the  opinion,  that  the  coin- 
*^  miflion  of  a  miniftry,  perpetuated  by  regular 
*^  fucceffion,  is  fomething  more  than  a  dream  of 
•*  cloyftered  gownfmen,  or  a  tale  impofed  upoa 
••  the  vulgar,  to  ferve  the  ends  of  avarice  and 
•*  ambition.  For  whatever  confufiun  human  folly 
*^  may  admit,  a  divine  inftitution  mud  have  withia 
**  itfelf  a  proviGon  for  harmony  and  order.  And^ 
*•  upon  thofe  principles,  though  I  wifti  that  art 
•*  indulgence  (hould  be  fhewn  to  tender  confciences, 
•*  and  will  ever  be  an  advocate  for  the  largeft  to- 
*'  leration  that  may  be  confident  with  political 
**  wifdom  (being  indeed  pcrfuaded  that  the  re- 
"  ftraints  of  human  laws  muft  be  ufed  with  the 
*'  greateft  gentlenefs  and  moderation  to  be  rendered 
•*  means  of  ftrengthening  the  bonds  of  chriftian 
*^  peace  and  amity)  yet  I  could  wilh  to  plant  a 
•*  prfaiciplc  of  fcverc  reftaint  in  the  confcienccs  of 
^  men.  I  could  wilh  that  the  importance  of  the 
**  minifterial  office  were  confidered,  that  the  prac- 
•*  tice  of  antiquity  were  regarded,  and  that  it  might 
•*  not  feem  a  matter  of  perfcd  indifference  to  the 
•*  laity,  to  what  houfc  of  worfliip  tliey  rcfort.  I 
"  cannot  admit  that  every  affembly  of  grave  and 
"  virtuous  men,  in  which  grave  and  virtuous  men 
*^  take  upon  them  to  officiate,  is  to  be  dignified 
.'*  with  the  appellation  of  a  cbunh^  ficc. 

That  thefe  doftrines,  which  will  juftify  all  rhe 

violence  of  the  church  of  Rome,  and  which  condemn 

the  reformation,  fhould  be  maintained  by  aproteftanc 
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You  are  pkafed,  however,  though  in  no  perfeft 

confiftcnce  with  what  you  fay  of  the  powers  of  the 
friefthood^  as  derived  by  fucceffion  from  theapoftles, 
to  fay,  p.  1 6 1.  **  You  will  remember  that  I  make 
**  the  learning  and  the  piety  of  her  clergy,  of  which 
**  ample  monuments  are  extant,  the  bafis  of  her 
**  pre-eminence."  I  have  no  difpofition  to  detradt 
from  the  learning  or  the  piety  there  may  be  among 
you ;  but  as  you  celebrate  your  own  praifes,  I 
will  take  the  liberty  to  obferve,  that,  allowance 
being  made  for  your  fuperior  numbers,  and  fu- 
perior  advantages,  with  refpeft  to  conveniences 
for  ftudy,  from  which,  by  a  policy  as  weak  as  it 
.is  illiberal,  you  exclude  diffenters  (thinking,  per- 
haps, to  make  us  defpicable,  by  keeping  us  in 
ignorance)  I  do  not  think  that  the  body  of  dif- 
fenting  minifters,  with  all  their  difad vantages, 
need  be  afraid  of  a  comparifon  with  you  j  and 
candid  perfons  among  the  clergy  have  acknow- 
ledged the  benefit  you  have  derived  from  us ; 
ttot  to  fay  that  you  are  indebted  to  us  for  fomc 
of  your  greateft  ornaments^  as  Tillotfon,  Butler, 
and  Seeker. 

In  what  you  fay  of  Dr.  Chandler  (whofe  infir- 
mity, and  I  may  add,  whofe  misfortune,  it  was  to 
pay  too  much  court  to  leading  men,  both  in  the 
church  and  in  the  ftate)  viz.  that  he  preferred  the 
church  of  England  to  any  other  eftablifliment  of 
chriftianity,  p.  i6i.  it  would  be  no  great  com- 
pliment from  me,  if  I  fhould  fay  it  after  him. 
But  I  really  cannot  do  itj  and  if'I  could  adopt 
3  your 
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your  idea  of  the  tranfmiffion  of  the  powers  of 
the  priefthood  from  the  apoiUes,  and  was  to  con- 
form to  any  eftabli0iment|  I  ihould  chufe  to  be 
member  of  a  much  older  and  more  venerable 
cftablilhment  than  yours^  and  in  which  the  claim 
to  that  valuable  fucceffion  ihould  be  lefs  liable 
to  litigation^ 

As  to  yourielf  irt  particular,  who  are  fo  prood 
of  being  a  cburcbnmn^  it  would  have  been  happy 
for  the  pubHc,  and  likewife  a  particular  f^f- 
fadion  to  myfelf,  if  you  had  had  a  greatei 
ibare  of  that  kaming  of  which  you  think  yooc 
church  po(Iei]&d.  More  information  would  then 
have  been  given  to  our  readers  by  both  of  tis  ^  and 
at  kaft  I  might  have  been  able  to  fay»  with  the 
pertbn  who  examined  Dr*  Clarke,  Pmhi  me  esar- 
cuiftL  AU  I  can  now  fay  is,  that  I  have  made 
fome  ufe  of  your  ignarana^  though  I  Ihould 
have  made  more  of  your  knowledge^  to  throw 
light  on  the  fubje<5t  of  our  difcufiion.  My  ta(k 
has  been  much  tooeafyj  but  I  would  wiUingly 
have  done  more,  if  there  had  been  any  occafiaa 
for  it,  or  indeed  a  propriety  in  it. 

I  amj  Sir» 

Your  very  humble  fervant, 

J.    PRIESTLEY. 
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The  firft  of  the  following  pafagf aphsj  whicK 
was  to  have  been  the  laft  of  Letter  VIIL 
p.  79,  having  been  overlooked  at  the  time 
of  printing,  I  have  thought  proper  to  give  it 
in  tliis  place^  and  to  add  to  it  all  that  fol* 
lows. 

ADMITTING  that  the  apoftles  had  taughe 
"  any  doftrines  of  a  peculiarly  fublima  na- 
e,  and  above  the  comprehenfion  of  ordinar/ 
"iftians  $  yet^  as  all  their  teaching  was  in  pub- 
and  there  were  no  fecreti  among  them,  nothing 
xcfponding  to  the  myfteries  of  the  heathens,  the 
nmon  people  muft  have  heard  of  thcfe  fiib- 
i«  things,  and  have  been  acciiftomed  to  the 
ind  of  the  language  in  which  they  were  ex- 
^fled  I  and  they  would  have  learned  to  rcfpeft 
sit  they  could  not  underftand;  They  could 
^cr  have  been  offended^  zndftaggered  at  things 
ich  they,  and  their  fathers  before  them,  had 
^ays  been  in  the  hearing  of. 

^fidest  this  argument  for  the  novelcy  ofthd 

^ne  of  the  trinity  from  the  ofcnce  that  was 
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giTce  tjf  it,  in  the  rime  of  Tcrtullian,  wba 
far  as  I  can  find,  cfae  common  people  Brft  I 
of  it  I  due  this  clafs  of  peifons  were  genu 
uniiari^ma  before^  ttid  even  afters  the  couiK 
Nice,  appears  pretty  clearly  from  fcveral  cut 
ftances  in  the  hlltory  of  thofe  times.  Bel 
that  we  do  not  read  of  any  of  the  imlj  lii 
excommunicated  along  with  Noerusj  Paia 
Samo(ara»  or  Photinus  (though  unitarians^ 
ackriQwIedged  to  have  been  in  great  nuni 
in  their  days,  and  to  have  been  in  cool 
nion  with  the  catholic  church)  when  the  1 
lall  were  depofcd  ivmn  their  fees,  the  coiBI 
people  were  their  friends.  After  the  bii 
had  depofcd  Paul  of  Sajnofataj  he  could  mi 
expelled  from  the  epifcopal  houfe  till  the  aic 
the  emperor  Aurclian  was  called  in,  and  hcE 
be  fuppofcd  to  have  been  offended  at  him,  for 
having  been  in  the  intereft  of  his  rival  Zend 
This  could  not  have  been  ncceflary,  if  the  i 
jority  of  his  people  had  not  been  with  him,  i 
therefore,  if  his  depofition  had  nqt,  in  faft,  b 
vnjuft : 

As  to  Photinus,   he  was  fp  popular  in 
^ioccfe,    that  his    folemn  depofition   by  tl 
councils  could  not  remove  him   from  his 
«  He  defended  himfelf,'*  fays  Tillemont  (1 
tory  of  the  Arians,  Vol.  1.  p.  ii6)  **  againft 
«*  authori7  of  the  chyrch,  by  the  affeftiop  wl 
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J*  his  people  had  for  him,  even  to  the  year  ^51; 

^   r  though  his  herefy  began  to  appear  as  early  as 

^  ■"  342>  or  343,  according  to  Socrates,  and  the 

■*•  Eufebians  condemned  it  in  6ne  of  their  con- 

'•*  fcflions  of  faith,  in  345."     At  length  the  em- 

Jpcror  Conftantius,  a  zealous  Arian,  thought  it  ne* 

^eflary  to  interfere,  and  get  him  banilhed  in  a 

~ Council  held  at  Sirmium  itfelf.     I  may  add,  that 

^^darcellus  of  Ancyra  left  Galatia  full  of  uni- 

^^tarians,  as  Bafil  afterwards  fbtini  to  his  coft. 

jiJEIad  the  body  of  chriftians  in  thofe  timri  been' 

fnerally   trinitarians,  we  diflenters,  who    art 

pretty  much  in  the  fame  fituation  with  unita-» 

is  in  thofe  times,  not  having  the  countenance 

'  government,  know  well  how  ready  the  com- 

i  mon  people  would  have  been  to  take  an  adivc 

!  part  in  thofe  affairs. 

n  ^^  Sabellianifm,*'  which  was  prccifely  the  fame 
^  diing  with  unitaf  ianifm  in  former  times^  Dr.  Lard* 
^ncr  fays  (Credibility,  Vol.  IV.  p.  606)  "mult 
>  **  have  been  very  agreeable  to  the  apprehenfions 
•  **  of  many  people.  Eufebius  fpeaks  of  its  in- 
'  *•  creating  very  much  in  Egypt,  when  Dionyfius 
of  Alexandria  oppofed  it.  According  to  Atha- 
nafius,  the  occafion  of  Dionyfius  writing 
**  upon  that  head,  was,  that  fame  of  the  bijbeps 
*•  of  Africa  followed  the  doHrine  of  Sahllius^  and 
**  tbcy  prevailed  to  fucb  a  degree  ^  that  the  Son  of* 
«*  Godwasfcarce  any  longer  preached  in  the  churches.*^ 

Pa  It 


€€ 
€€ 


1 


m  Appendix. 

It  is  alfo  remarkable  that  the  firft  trcatife  tlii 
was  ever  written  againft  the  unicarian  dodrine  w5 
that  of  TertuUian  a£ainft  Praxcas,  with  when 
he  was  particnkrly  provoked^  on  account  of  ihi 
aftive  part  he  had  taken  againft  Montanus,  tfl 
getting  him  excommunicated  and  expelled  from 
the  church  of  Rome,  This,  fays  Le  Sueur,  was 
the  caufe  of  the  bitiernefs  with  which  Tertulliaii 
wrote  againft  him.^ — Now  there  were  trcacifcs 
againft  the  Gnoftics  in  a  much  earlier  period. 
Why  then  were  none  written  agalntl  the  unita- 
rians, fince  pure  unitananifm  was  certainly  as 
aid  as  Gnofticifm;  and  if  it  had  been  deemed  i 
herefy  at  all,  ir  would  certAinly  have  been  thought 
to  be  of  the  muft  alarming  nature,  as  it  is  con- 
fidered  at  pre  fen  t  ?  In  the  opinions  of  thofe 
who  are  now  called  frtbod^x^  the  Gnoftlcs  thought 
inuch  more  honourably  of  Chrift  than  the  uni- 
(arians  did.  The  unitarians  wt-rc  likewife  much 
more  numerous,  and  in  the  bofom  of  the  church 
kfelf,  a  circumftance  which  might  be  expedc^ 
|o  render  them  peculiarly  obnoxious. 
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T  Shall  extend  this  Appendix^  in  order  to  ob- 
fervc  that,  to  the  many  falfe  charges  and  in- 
finuations  of  Dr.  Horfley,  which  arc  noticed  in 
the  preceding  Letters,  he  has  added  another 
to  exculpate  himfclf  for  the  contempt  which  he 
had  exprcffed  of  diffenters.  "  If  you  are  ftill/! 
he  fays,  p.  172.  '^  difpofcd  to  be  indignant  about 
*'  this  harmlefs  word"  (conventicle)  "  recol* 
**  left,  I  befeech  you,  with  what  refpeft  you 
•^  have  yourfelf  treated  the  venerable  body  to 
*'  which  I  belong,  the  clergy  of  the  eftablilh- 
**  ment.  You  divide  it  into  two  claffes  only, 
'^  the  ignorant  and  the  injtncere.  Have  I  no  iharc 
'*  in  this  opprobrium  of  my  order  ?  Have  I  no 
**  right  to  be  indignant  in  my  turn  ?'* 

I  do  not  pretend  to  recoiled  all  that  I  have 
written,  but  I  have  fuch  a  confcioufncfs  of  never 
having  meant ^  or  intended  to  fay ^  what  Dr.  Horflejr 
Uere  charges  me  with,  that  I  will  venture  to 
niTert,  diat  he  cannot  have  any  more  authority 
for  this,  than  for  the  privileges  granted  to  the 
Jewilh  chriftian3  of  Jenifalem  on  their  abandon-^ 
ing  the  ceremonies  of  their  oM  religion.  Thai 
many  of  the  clergy  are  ignorant,  none  can  denyi 
bccaufe  it  is  true  of  every  body  €>f  ckrgy  in  tix9 
Q^  workii 


*i4 

,  world  i  and  that  fomc  arc  infincer^^  may  alfo  with- 

out great  uncharitablcncfs,  be  fuppofcd  of  anjr 
large  body  of  men.  Of  one  kind  of  infincerity 
ihe  fadt  is  too  evident  to  be  denied  of  feveral 
of  the  mernbers  of  the  church  of  England,  For 
no  man  can  be  frncere  in  profefling  to  bdie?c 
what  he  openly  writes  againft.  And  arc  there 
not  pcrfons  in  communion  with  the  church  of 
England,  who  publicly  controvert  the  articles  of 
^  it  i  which  articles,  while  they  continue  in  the 

churchi  and  efpeclally  if  they  officiate  in  it,  they 
virtually  profefs   to   believe.     That   many  arc 
both  learned  and  finccre,  I  have  acknowledged 
with  rcfpeft  to  the  clergy  of  the  church  of  Rome, 
and  I  think  I  could  hardly  fay  lefs  of  thofe  of 
the  church  of  England*    I  (hall,  therefore,  con^ 
^         fider  this  charge  of  Dr.  Horfley,  as  a  mere  eu- 
P         lumny^  till  he  ftiall  produce  fome  evidence  for  it  j 
^         and  if,  in  any  of  my  writings,  he  can  find  fuiB- 
'       cient  authority  for  his  accufation,  I  here  retraft 
_  *  .what  I  advanced,  and  aflc  pardon  for  it- 

Thc  learning  of  many  divines  in  the  church  of 
Rome,  and  that  of  England,  I  have  never  dc* 
nied.  Biftiop  Hurd  I  have  (liled  learned  and  abk^ 
though,  in  my  opinion,  nothing  can  be4W€akep 
than  his  reafoning  on  the  fubjedt  of  church  e(h^ 
hliftimcnts.  As  to  fincerityy  I  have  always  been 
ready  to  acfem>wledge  it,  with  refpeft  to  intth 
the  churches.  As  one  proof  of  this,  I  fhaU 
quote  a  paflage  from  the  Sermon  I  preached  n 
£€<epHng  the  fajioral  office  in  this  place,  p.  30. 
2  « Think 
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**  Think  not  that  the  nrioft  fervent  zeal  for  what 
*^  are  apprehended  to  be  the  genuine  dodixines  of 
^^  the  gofpcl  is  at  all  inconfiftent  with  true  cbrif- 
*^  tian  charity i  which  always  judges  of  particular 
*'  perfons  according  to  the  advantages  they  have 
•*  enjoyed,  and  of  the  final  ftate  of  men  by  their 
^^finceriiy  only.  And  for  my  own  part,  I  have 
*^  no  doubt,  but  that,  though  the  church  of 
^'  Rome  be  the  proper  Anticbrift  of  the  apoftles, 
'^  not  only  innumerable  zealous  papifts,  but 
**  even  fome  popes  themlelves,  and  fince  the  rc- 
*'  formation,  will  fit  down  with  Luther,  with  Cal- 
•*  vin,  and  with  Socinus,  in  the  kingdom  of  our 
*•  Lord  and  Saviour  Jefus  Chrift.  Known  unto 
^^  God  alone  are  the  hearts  of  men ;  and  the 
"  man  who  honeftly  purfues  truth,  and  who 
*'  a£fcs  according  to  the  beft  lights  that  God 
**  gives  him  an  opportunity  of  acquiring,  will  be 
**  he  whom  the  God  of  truth  and  uprightnefs  will 
*' approve;  and  none  will  fufFer  a  greater  or 
**  more  juft  condemnation  than  thofe  who  hold 
"  the  truth  in  unrigbteoufnefs.  Much  rather  would 
*'  I  be  in  the  cafe  of  many  worthy  perfons  in  the 
"  church  of  England,  or  the  church  of  Rome, 
"  who  at  the  fame  time  that  they  are  fully  fen- 
"  fible  of  the  corruptions  and  errors  of  the  fyftem 
"  in  which  they  are  entangled,  are  not  able  to 
*^  break  their  chains,  than,  from  a  fpirit  the  re- 
**  verfe  of  that  of  the  gofpel,  make  an  improper 
*'  ufeof  my  own  liberty  by  infulting  them/* 

Will 
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Wm  Dr.  Hofflcv  himfelf  fay  this  after 
Wickfefpccl  to  real  caodour^  fewj  I  think, 
gogiabccr  kngULi  chaa  I  have  done.  He  chargo 
mc  widi  manj  inftanccs  otwiiful  mifreprffmi^m 
which  if  certainly  a  charge  oih^mmiy ;  whereas  I 
hayc  not  charged  him  with  any,  though  I  might 
have  done  it  with  much  greater  appearance  of 
rcafonrf  With  rcfpcd  to  igmrame^  viz.  of  whit 
relates  to  the  fubjcft  of  this  controverfy,  with 
which  he  likcwife  repeatedly  charges  mc,  J  own 
tkat  I  return  the  accufation^  and  let  our  rtadm 
judge  between  us* 
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yi  A  V I N  G  Ihcwii  thde  LeiUrs  to  fome  of  myi 
friends,  and  been  favoured  with  their  re- 
marks;! wifh  to  add  the  following  explanations. 

I.  P.  30.  A  paflage  has  been  pointed  oat  to  mo 
in  Grotius  (Opera,  vol;  II.  p.  5.)  in  which  he  fpeaJca 
of  the  NazarenesaSi^^  holding  the  common  faith 
"  of  other  chriftians  with  rcfpeft  to  Chrift, 
"  which  the  Ebionites  did  not."  But  as  the 
opinion  of  the  Ebionites,  of  whiefr  he  is  there 
fpeaking,  was  that  Chrift  was  the  fow  of  Jofeph, 
all  that  can  be  inferrcfd  from  the  paffiige,  is  that, 
in*  his  opinion,  the  N^rarcnes  dMFcred  from  the 
Ebionites  by  belrevirtg  the  dordtrine  of  the  mira-'  i 
culous  conception.  By  the  common  faith  of  chrif- 
tiam^  •  in  that  early  age  (fuppofing  hiin  to  have 
had  a  view  to  the  doftrine  concerning  Chriff, 
more  extenfivcly  conftdcred)  Grotius,  no  doubt, 
meant  his  own  opinion,  which  was  far  from 
that  high  orthodoxy^  which  Dr.  Horfley  afcribcs 
to  the  Nazarenes, 

Grotius  alfo  fays  that  *'  it  is  well  obferved 
^*  by  Sulpitius  Severus,  that  all  the  Jewifh  chrif- 
"  tians  till  the  time  of  Adrian,  held  that  Chrift 
*«  was  God,  though  they  obferved  the  law  of 
*'  Mofes,"  in  the  paffagc  which  I  have  quoted 
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frcmi  hiiTV  p.  41.  But  die  kn&  m  winch  GfO- 
tius  undrrftood  the  com  G§d  to  this  pUcc^  inaft 
be  explained  by  his  own  fcotimcats  com 
Chrift,  As  to  Sulpitius  himlclf,  he  mtift 
confidcred  as  hav^lng  faid  oothing  more  i&aA 
thai  '*  almoft  all  the  Jews  at  Jcrulakm  were  chrit 
<*  rians^  though  they  obfcired  the  law  of  Moles-** 
ThU  writer's  imrre  aflertion  that  the  Jet^iA 
chriftian^j  held  Chrift  to  be  God,  in  the  proper 
fcnfc  of  the  word>  unfupported  bjr  any  reafons  for 
it,  is  even  lefs  to  be  regarded  than  that  of  Eiile- 
bitis. 

II,  The  latter  part  of  the  quotation  from 
ChryfoftoTTj,  p*  9J*  will  admit  of  a  tranflatioa 
more  favourable  to  my  purpofe,  by  introducing 
a  parenthefis,  and  a 'note  of  interrogatioo,  as 
follows  :  *^  How  could  men  who  were  then  firft 
*'  taken  from,  their  altars>  idols,  &c.  (for  fuch 
**  was  the  wor(hip-of  the  heathens)  and  being 
**  then  firft  brought  off  from  thefe  abominations^ 
**  readily  receive  fublimc  doctrines  ?" 
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J.  JOHNSON,  Bookfcllcr,  No.  7a,  St.  Pa^l'^  Church, 

Yard,  London, 

I.  A  N  History  of  the  Corruptioki  of  CuristianitY| 
XJL  with  ageneril  copdufion,  in  two  Parts.  Part  i.  Con* 
taining  coniiderations  addrefled  to  Unbelievers,  and  efpecially  to 
Mr.  Gibbon.  Part  z.  Containing  confiderations  addrefTed. to 
the  Advocates  for  the  prefent  Eftablifhment ,  and  efpecially  t<|. 
Bifhop  HuRD,  2  ypls.  8vo.  price  12s.  in  boards,  or  14s.  bound. 

2.  A  Reply  to  the  Animaovqrsions  on  the  History  of 
the  Corruption^ of  Christianity,  in  the  Monthly  Revie«r 
ior  June,  1783  t  with  Obfervations  relating  to  the  Dodbine 
of  the  Primitive  Church,  concerning  the  Pcrfon  of  Curi8T| 
8vo.  price  is. 

3.  Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley,  in  Anfwer  to  his  Animadver. 
lions  on  the  Hidory  of  the  Corruptions  of  Chriftianity.  With 
Additional  Evidence  that  the  Primitive  ChriiUan  Church 
y^ as  Unitarian,  price  2S.6d. 

4.  Remarks  on  the  Monthly  Review  of  the  Letteri 
fp  Dr.  JHoRSLEY  ;  in  which  the  Rev.  Mr.  Samuel  Badcock7 
the  writer  of  that  Review,  is  called  upon  to  defend  what  he  hast 
advanced  in  it,  price  6d. 

5.  A  General  View  of  the  Arguments  for  the  Unity  of 
God,  and  againd  the  Divinity  and  Pre-exi(l'.*nce  of  Chrilt,  frofli 
reafon,  from  the  fcriptures,  and  from  hillory,  price  2d. 

6.  An  Appeal  to  the  ferious  and  candid  ProfefTors  of  Chrif. 
tianity,  on  the  following  fubjedls,  viz.  i.  The  Ufe  of  Reafon 
in  Matters  of  Religion.  2.  The  Power  of  Man  to  do  the  Will  of 
God.  3.  Original  Sin.  4.  Ele^ion  and  Reprobation.  5.  Tho 
bivinity  of  Chrift ;  and  6.  Atonement  for  Sin  by  the  Death  of 
Chrift,  a  new  Edition  ;  to  which  is  added,  a  Concife  Hiltory  of 
\kok  Softrines,  2d^    An  Edition  in  a  larger  Print,  price  6d. 
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7,  Forms  of  Phavee,  itti  other  Officei,  for  tlie   Uft  0/ 
UtiiTAniAN  SociETiiSi  prlcc  35>  m  boards*  0745.  bootid*^ 
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8.  A  View  ofthc  Pkincifles  md  Coif&ucT  of  thepKe- 
TfcsTANT  Dts5EKTiR.5,  With  Refpefl  to  tHc  CiviI  and  Ecdc^ 
fiailic«lConflitiitionof  EngUad,  zd  Edition^  is.  6d. 

g.    A    FUEE    AoaUKSS   to   Pi.OTiSTAHT    DlfSENTERi,    Ot 

the  Siibjc^  of  Church  Discipline;  wjtli  a  prdrminaiy  Dif. 
cotirf^  concerning  the  Spifit  of  Chrifliinity^^  tnd  the  Corrupdooi 
of  it  by  falfe  Notions  of  Religion,  25.  6d. 

ro,   ALbttir  to  &  Laymak,  on   Mr,  LtudfeyV Froporil 

fcr  a  reformed  English  Church,  oa  the  Plan  of  the  l*tc  Dn 
Simuel  CUrke,  6d. 

It.  Tmhie  LEtTEHir  10  Df.  Newcome,Bifhopof  WitctliMti, 
en  the  Duration  of  our  Savioiir*&Minillrj,  js.  6d.  fewed, 

12,  Two*Discouiista,  i*  On  Habitual  Dfvorioit. 
i.  On  thcDyTVof  notLiviKc  to  OunstLVEs,  iS,  6d. 

ij.  DisqiJisiTioNs  relating  to  MAtTER  indSi»itit,  To 
»  which  h  added,  the  Hiftoiy  ^f  the  Phtbfophical  Doadne  con- 
cerning the  Origin  of  the  Soul,  and  tKc  Nature  of  I4«uef ;  wjeK 
\u  Influence  on  Chrinianity,  crpccially  with  refpeft  to  the  Doc- 
trine of  the  Pre-exiRence  of  Chrift,  Alfo  the  Dodrine  of  Phi- 
lofophical  NeceGity  iliuftratedj  the  id  Edilion  enlarged  and  im- 
f  roved,  xvith  Remarks  on  thofe  who  have  controverted  the  Pun* 
cjplcsof  thenij  z  vols-  8s.  6d.  in  boards,  or  los.  bound, 

14.  A  Free  Discussion  of  the  Doctrines  of  MATElti- 
ALisM  and  Philosophical  Necessity,  in  i  Correfpohdence 
between  Dr.  Price  and  Dr.  Priestley.  To  which  are  added 
by  Dr.  Priestley,  an  Introduction,  explaining  the  Nature 
of  the  Controvcrfy,  and  Letters  to  fcveral  Writers  who  have 
animadverted  on  his  Difquidtions  relating  to  Matter  and  Spiriti 
or  his  Treatife  on  Neccdicy,  8vo.  6s.  fewed,  or  7s.  boand* 

15.  TheDocTRiNE  of  Divine  Influence  on  the  Human 
1^1  IND  coniidered,  is. 

16.  Letter*  to  a  Philofophical  Unbeliever.  Part  i.  Contain* 
ing  an  Examination  of  the  principal  Objedlions  to  the  Do&rintt 
f^i  Natural  Reunion,  and  efpecially  thofe  contained  in  the  Writ- 
ings of  Mr.  Hume,  33.  fewed. 
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17.  Additional  Letters  to  a  PhilofopKical  Unbeliever^ 
inAnfwer  to  Mr.  William  Hamo^on,  is.  6d. 

18.  A  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  in  Greek:  To  which 
are  prefixed  Critica;.  Dissertations  in  ^ngliih,  ^to.  14s* 
in  boards,  or  178.  bound. 

19.  A  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  in  Englifii  witk 
Notes,  and  an  occafional  Paraphrafe  for  the  Ufc  of  the  Un- 
learned ;  to  which  are  prefixed,  Critical  Diflcrtaiions,  and  aLe^tr 
ter  to  the  Bifhop  of  Offory,4to.  12s.  in  boards,  or  15s.  bound.— 
N.  B.  7bofi  *wh9  arifofftfftd9ftht  Qreek  Harmony,  may  have  tbh 
in  Englifh  wiibwi  tin  Critical  Differtations.  Price  8s.  in  bpards^ 

N.  B.  The  Gnek  and  EngUfii  Harmony  with  the  Critical  Dif* 
fertationi  compute^  il.  is.  in  boards,  or  il,  4s.  bound. 

20.  Institute^  of  Natural  and  Revea|,ed  Religion, 
In  two  volumes,  8vo.  zd.  edition,  price  loi.  6d.  in  boards,  or 
12s.  boupd. 

N.  B.  T  hi  third  Pari  of  this  HWf,  containing  thi  Doftrincs  of 
Revelation,  majf  be  bad  alone,  price  zs.  6d,/ewed. 

^i.  A  Sermon  preached  December  31,  1780,  at  the  New 
Meecing-Houfe,  in  Birmingham*  on  undertaking  the  Paftord 
Office  in  that  Place,  is. 

Aifo  Publijbed nnder  the  Dire^ion  o/Dr.  pRiESTL^Y. 
THE  THEOLOGICAL  REPOSITORY: 
Confiding  of  Original  Eff^ys,  Hints,  Queries,  &c.  calculated 
to  promote  Religious  ](.nowledge,  in  Three  Volumes,  8vo. 
Price  1 8s.  in  Boards,  or  il.  is.  bound  :  Among  other  Articles, 
too  many  to  be  enpmerated  in  an  Advertifement,  thefe  thrcf 
Volumes  will  be  found  to  contain  fuch  original  and  truly  va« 
loable  Obfervations  on  the  Do^rine  of  Atonetnent,  the  Pre-ex^^ 
ifienci  ofCbrift  and  the  In/piration  of  the  Scriptures ^  more  efpcv 
cially  refpe6ling  the  Harmony  oftbe  Evangelifts^  and  the  Reafiu', 
ing  rf  the  Apofile  Panl^  as  cannot  fail  to  recommend  them  to 
thofe  Perfons  who  wifh  to  make  a  truly  free  Inquiry  into  tbeb 
Ijpportant  Subjefts. 

N*  &•  This  work  will  very  foon  be  revived, 

THE       END, 


,1    ■^.'  ^    TP1I9W 
't-     ^-    ^-    <^* 


LETTERS 


T  O 


Dr. 


H     O      R      S      L     E     Y. 


PART 


III. 


CONTAINING 


AN    ANSWER    TO     HIS    REMARKS    ON 
LETTERS,      PART     IL 


TO   WHICH   ARE   ADDED 


Stridlures  on  Mr.  Howe's  Ninth  Number  of  Cbfervations 
on  Books  ancient  and  modern 


By    JOSEPH   PRIESTLEY,    LL.D.  F.R.S. 


iNFELIXf    Qu«   TANTA   ANIMVM   DEMENTIA   CEPIT? 
NON    VIRES   ALIA9>    CONVERSA(^E    NVMINA    SBNTIS  ? 

ViRGII.. 


BIHMINOHAM, 

PRINTED    BY   PEARSON     AND    ROLLASON^    FOR 

J.  JOHNSONi    NO.  7%,    ST.  PAVL*S   CRVRCH-YARDj  LONDON. 

MDCCLXXXVI. 

(Price  One  Shilfuic  and  Siz-piiice.} 


, 

1 

tHe  Ni:.vv  njhix 
PUBUCUBRAKY 

1  lomo 

1 

^ 

^ 

5 


THE 


CONTENTS. 


A 


N  introdudfory  Letter 

LETTER 

OJ  the  veracity  of  Origen 


Page 

I 


I. 


LETTER        IL 

General  Obfervations  relating  to  the  Jupm 
pofed  orthodox  church  of  Jewijh  chrif- 
tians    at    Jerufalem,  after  the  time  of 
Adrian  -         •  -         -  \^ 

LETTER        in. 

Of  the  tefiimony  ofEpiphanius  to  the  exifl-^ 
ence  of  a  church  of  Orthodox  yewi/h 
Chrijlians  at  Jerufalem^  after  the  time 
of  Adrian     ---       -         --21 


A  2 


LETTER 


C     O    N    T    E    N    T     S. 

LETTER         IV. 

Oftbi  Evidence  from  Jerom  in  Javaur  of 
the  exifience  of  a  church  of  Orib^d^x 
Jewif}}  Chrtfiians  ai  Jerufakm  after  ibe 
time  of  Adrian       -       -         -  -      ^S 


LETTER 

Of  the  Miraculous  Conception 


V. 


$s 


LETTER 

Mifcelianeous  articles 


VL 


39 


Remarks  on  Mr.  Howes* s  ninth  1^ umber  of 
Qbferoations  on  Books  ancient  ana  modem  56 


THE 


THE 


PREFACE. 

TX7  HEN,  in  the  advcrtifment  of  my 
Hijlory  of  early  Opinions  concerning 
Chrijl,  I  pledged  myfelf  to  (hew,  that  Dr. 
Horjleys  Remarks  on  my  Letters  to  him 
were  '*  as  defedive  in  argument,  as  they 
**  arc  in  temper,'*  1  did  not  mean  that  I 
would  animadvert  upon  them  immediately^ 
Qf  very,  foon ;  but  intended  to  wait  till  I 
fliould  hear  what  would  be  objedled  to  that 
Jarger  work,  and  then  reply  to  him  and 
others  at  the  fame  time.  I  found,  how- 
cver^  that  the  advertifement  had  raifed  a 
general  expectation  of  a  Jpeedy  reply  to  Dr. 
Horfley  in  particular;  and  being  unwil- 
ling to  difappoint  any  expectations  I  had 
even  unintentionally  excited,  and  more  un<t 
willing  to  appear  defirous  of  fhrinking 
from  this  difcuffion,  1  have  done  at  prefent 

what 
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wfiaf  many  of  mj   &kikds 
think  migbt  u  well  bs^e 
while  longer. 


Befidcf,  as  Dr.  Horflcy's  MemaAs 
written  before  he  had  feen  my  h^r^  Hifinrr, 
I  tbougbt  it  might  not  be  aimis,  in  this 
manncrt  to  clofc  fi^e  firft  aB  im  mtr  dr^m\ 
the  Jeconi  being  refcnred  for  what  may  k 
occafioned  by  that  work,  which  will  pn>* 
bably  be  much  more  confiderablc  than  iii^ 
fhinp  fliit  }\%%  been  produced  by  the  HJ^ir^ 
of  the  Corruptions  of  Cbriftianity.  And  my 
dcfign  (after  the  termination  of  the  prc- 
fcnt  difcuflion  with  Dr.  Horflcy,  which 
muft  foon  come  to  an  ifluc)  is  to  wait  i 
year  or  two,  till  I  fee  what  the  publication 
of  my  large  work  on  this  fubjedl  (hall  pro- 
duce, and  then  to  reply  to  all  my  opponents 
at  once ;  frankly  acknowledging  any  mif^ 
takes  I  (liall  appear  to  have  fallen  into,  and 
vindicating  whatever  I  (hall  think  capable 
of  it,  and  defcrving  it. 


Agreeably 


V 


PREFACE.  vii 

Agreeably  to  this  fcheme,  I  have  annexed 
to  thefe  Letters  fome  Remarks  on  the  ninth 
number  of  Mr.  Howes  s  Obfervations  on  books 
ancient  and  modern^  in  which  he  has  begun 
his  attack  upon  me.      But   in  this  I  have 
Ibccn  very  concife,  expedling  to  have  an  op- 
portunity of  treating    the   fubjeds    more 
largely  when  I  confider  what  he  has  farther 
to  produce.     Mr.  White  alfo  cannot  de- 
cline the  difcuffion,  and   I  have  heard  of 
the   threats   of  others.     We   may,  confe- 
quently,   hope   that    this  controverfy    (to 
which  1  find  that  much  attention  is  given  in 
foreign  countries)  will  foon  come  to  a  pro- 
per termination,  fd  that  learned  men  in  all 
nations  will  not  long  remain  in  uncertainty 
with  refpedl  to  any  thing  of  importance  re- 
lating to  it. 

As  this  is  a  controverfy  that  will  pro- 
bably have  lading  confequences,  let  all  who 
engage  in  it,  on  either  fide,  be  careful  to 
acquit  themfelves  in  proportion  to  the  cha- 
rader  which  they  apprehend  they  have  at 
flake ;   but  above  all,  let  truth  be  our  great 

objed. 


objeO:.  Our  resdcrs  will  €&filr 
whether  it  be  fo  or  not.  Wc  fliail 
deceive  oorfelvcs  thzn  ihcm,  Ai^d  Icift 
all  can  we  impofe  upon  thmZ  gxcai 
who  is  sSe  Gad  of  tnah^  who 
all  our  purfyits^  and  whole  c^odloit  p9i^ 
pofes  will  be  aDfwered  bj  tliem»  nidi' 
whatever  views  wc  may  cng^c  in  c1>cql 


K 


N-  R  Though  an  acccuirt  of  ibe  Si^t  §f  Crf- 
nnmfm  ammg  the  Dijfent^rs^  on  which  Vh.  Hcsfikf 
enlarges  fa  much,  has  but  netie  to  do  with  die  ob- 
jeftofour  controverfy,  1  (hould  havic  fod  ibmc-   I 
thing  more  on    this  fubjsTft,  but  that   I   bear  k  J 
will  be  conCdcrcd  by  a  per  Ion  who  is  ewmcSa^  ' 
well  qualified  to  inform   the  public  coocenni^  i^ 
and  to  explain  the  caufc  of  Dr,  Hof£lej*s  way  ^dk 
and  palpable  mifbke.  i 


ERRATA.  ^ 

N.  B.  (h)  iigDifies  from  ihe  bonom  of  die  paj^. 
Page  26,  line  «,  (hjftr  14,  resJ  1. 

• Hoc  J,  (hjf9r  6,  remJ  16. 

'  s8,  line  II,  m:u,/cT  rcgii,  r/«^regio. 
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AkGHDEAGON   of    St.    ALBANS. 


A  N 
INTRODUCTORY   LETTER. 


Rev.    Si*i 

IN  the  courfe  of  our  coritroVerfy,  you  maintained 
that  there  was  a  church  of  tririitarian  Jewijh 
cbrijlians  at  Jerufalem  after  the  time  of  Adrian  ^ 
and  as  the  account  that  Origen  gives  of  the  (late  of 
things  in  his  time  docs  not  admit  of  the  exiftence 
©f  fuch  a  church,  you  fcrupled  not  to  fay,  that  "  he 
**  had  recourfe  to  the  wilful  and  deliberate  allega- 
**  tion  of  a  notorious  falfehood."  This  you  did 
en  fo  little  foundation,  that  I  charged  you  with 
being  afalfifier  of  hifiory^  and  a  defamer  of  the  cba- 
ra£ler  of  the  dead.  ' 

On  this  article  you  have  thought  proper  (not- 
^ithftanding  your  previoufly-declared  rcfolution  to 
the  contrary)  to  make  your  defence,  in  which  you 
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produce  five  pafiagcs  from  andeot  writers,  two  firai& 
Origcn  himfelt,  two  from  Jerooit  and  ofie  from  Ep- 
phanius*  In  thefe  Leturs  I  uiKkrcake  to  &ot 
that,  though  you  have  taken  eighteen  momii 
to  write,  and  to  revifc  your  Remarks  yoa  hift 
grofsly  mifunderftood,  or  mirapplied^  all  the  pof- 
&gcs,  fo  that  not  one  of  them  is  to  your  ptff- 
pofci  and  my  charge  ftill  remains  in  i^  full  itx^ 
For  the  juftncfs  of  tny  interpretation  of  the  pafljgs 
In  queflioD,  I  appeal  to  all  who  have  any  pien 
fions  to  fcbolarOiipt  in  this  or  any  other  cociiKrf» 
and  in  this  public  manner  I  call  upoa  you  to  vindi-j 
C2xcymr  pwn. 

On  this  article,  at  leaft,  an  article  ddiberatcly  fe- 
Icfted  by  yourfelf^  let  the  controverfy  between  us 
come  to  a  fair  iffue*  Nothing  has  been,  or  fhall  be 
wanting  to  it  on  my  part;  and  therefore  the  Public 
will  certainly  expcft  your  explicit  and  Ipccdy  aa-  1 
fwer. 

I  am. 

Reverend  Sir, 
Your  very  humble  Servant, 

J.  PRIESTLEY. 

Birmnghamy  June  i,  1786. 
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LETTER        I. 

Of  the  Veracity  ofOrigen. 

Rev.  Sir, 

AFTEfe  having  indulged  your  indolence,  as  you 
fay,  p.  I,  eighteen  months,  I  am  happy  to 
find,  that,  notwithftanding  your  opinion,  ib.  oif  my 
manifefi  infufficiency  as  your  antagonift  (which  you 
obferve,  j5.  2,  •*  left  you  at  liberty  to  indulge  y  mr- 
**  felf  without  feeming  to  dcfert  your  caufe*')  there 
was  Tomething  in  my  Letters  to  you  that  has  at 
length  rouied  you  to  make  a  reply.  To  me  this  is 
a  very  high  gratification.  For  my  predominant 
difpofition  not  being  indolence,  I  rejoice  in  any  cir- 
cumftancethat  contributes  to  keep  the  fubjedtof  our 
controvcrfy  in  view  ;  being  confident  that  nothing 
but  a  continued  attention  to  it  is  requifite  to  a 
fpecdy  decifion  in  favour  of  the  caufe  that  I  have 
cfpoufcd,  which  I  cannot  help  confidering  as  of  the 
greateft  importance  to  the  caufe  of  chriftianity  itfclf. 

I  fliould  have  been  more  pleafed  if  you  had  pur- 
fued  the  difcuffion  of  every  article  in  debate  be- 
tween us ;  but  as  you  have  thought  proper  to  con- 
fine yourfelf  chiefly  to  what  relates  to  the  orthodoxy 
of  the  primitive  Jewilh  church,  I  muft  do  the 
fame,  firft  confidering  what  you  have  advanced  in 
order  to  impeach  the  veracity  of  Origen,  and  then 
the  tcftimonies  of  Epiphanius  and  Jerom,  as  cvi- 
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denccsof  the  cxiftencc  of  a  whole  church  of  ortbia' 
dox  Jews  2C  Jeruiakm  after  the  time  of  Adrian. 

**  In  thefecond  book  ag,imft  Ccirus'*  (to  ufc  yoor 
own  words,p.22-)  **  near  the  bcginmngof  the  bofokj, 
**  Origen  aficrts,  of  the  Hebrew  chriftians  of  hi 
**  own  times,  without  exception,  that  cbcy  had  not 
**  abandoned  the  laws  and  cuftoms  of  their  ancef 
**  tors,  and  that  for  that  reafon  ihcf  were  callfld 
"  EMomus,*"  This  is  alfo  the  appellation  chatk 
gives  to  all  the  Jcwilh  cliriftians,  of  whom  he 
makes  two  claiTcs,  one  of  them  believing  the  mi- 
raculous conception  of  Jefus,  and  the  other  deny- 
ing it  I  but  neither  of  them  admitting  his  d'm-' ■ 
nity*  ^ 

This  teftimony  of  fuch  a  perfon  as  Origen  to  the 
unitarianifm  of  all  the  Jewilh  chriftians  in  bis  time^ 
goes  fo  near  to  prove  the  unitarianifm  of  the  great 
body  of  Jewifli  chriftians,  and  confequently  of  the 
chriftian  church  in  general,  in  the  time  of  the  apof- 
tleSi  that  I  do  not  wonder  at  your  wifhing  to  fct  it 
afidfe ;  and  it  is  fo  full  and  exprefs,  that  you  have  no 
other  way  of  doing  it,  than  by  maintaining  that  this 
moft  refpeftable  man  knowingly  after  ted  an  un- 
truth. You  even  add,  p.  28.  30.  that  you  would 
not  take  his  evidence  Upon  oath.  Indeed,  this 
writer  was  fo  circumftanced,  in  confequence  of 
living  fo  near  Judea,  and  fometimcs  in  it,  that  he 
could  not  but  have  known  whether  there  was  any 
confiderable  body  of  Jewifti  chriftians  who  believed 
the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  who  had  abandoned 
I  the 
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the  cuftoms  of  their  anceftors,  or  not ;  fo  that  if 
what  heaflerted  bean  untruth,  it  muji  have  been  9 
wilful  one,  and  (as  ferving  the  purpofe  of  his  argu- 
ment) a  deliberate  one. 

There  are,  however,  fome  circumftances  attend- 
ing this  charge  of  a  wilful  falfehood  againft  Origen, 
that  I  fliould  have  thought  might  have  made  you 
paufe  before  you  had  advanced  it  fp  confidently  as 
you  have  done. 

The  general  charafter  of  Origen  makes  the  fup- 
pofition  highly  improbable,  -For  he  was  a  man  not 
more  diftinguifhed  by  his  genius  and  learning  (in 
which  he  had  confeffedly  no  fuperior  in  the  age  in 
which  he  lived)  than  he  was  by  his  integrity,  and 
his  firmnefs  in  the  caufe  of  chriflian  truth ;  and 
ivhen,  in  a  fubfequent  age,  his  opiriions  were  deem- 
ed to  be  heretical,  his  greateft  enemies  left  his  moraf 
charafter  unimpeachcd.  In  fucli  efteem  was  Jie 
univerfally  held,  that,  as  Eufcbius  informs  us,  it  was 
generally  faid  of  him,  "  As  was  his  fpeech,  fuch 
*'  was  his  conduft ;  and  as  was  his  condud,  fuch 
*'  was  his  fpeech  * :"  his  eloquence  and  the  virtue? 
of  his  life  corrcfponding  to  each  other.  And  yet  thi$^ 
is  the  man  whofe  evidence,  becaufe  it  makes* 
againft  yourfelf,  you  declare  that  y^u  would  not  ad** 
mit  upon  oath. 

Toiovfe  ^  Tw  layof  tvsituanHo*  £ufeb.  Hid.  L,  vi.  cap.  3. 
p.  a6i. 
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Had  the  tertimoay  of  Ori^si  to  dm 
of  chc  gn^at  body  of  Jcmtk  cknRisxm  no&bcca  irf' 
foufidcdt  it  was  greatly  the  ptirpofc  of  memf  of  «te 
early  wrtttrs  (and  pomcuUdy  of  Eulci^us»  ^ 
iDaiouinal  the  noveky  of  the  uiikiiap  doBnt]  3» 
have  refuted  it.  But  mithar  EaHmn;,  oor  flf 
otiier  anrioit  wri  tcr,  tte  mod  zemlom  fc>r  oftiiodcsifij 
and  the  moft  hoftitc  to  Origrn  on  odicr 
kis  attempted  it.  Might  it  nm  kkwc  been  i 
of  Eukbius  Id  pairicutart '  that  if  cr  be  bd  coped 
Or^cD*s  acco«in£  of  the  EbtoQitcs,  by  drtidiag  i 
into  two  ciiScs^  jolt  as  be  had  done  (va.  Ioidc  of 
them  bdievtng  ite  miriculous  coocrpdon, 
others  ivot)  hr  would  have  sdc'td  that,  norwiA^ 
flanding  what  Origcn  had  iaid  to  the  coiitnry, 
many  of  them  had  abandoned  the  bw  of  Moles, 
and  were  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift  ?  But 
he  has  not  done  any  luch  thmg.  He  thrrcfoce  iniift 
have  known  that  be  could  not  do  it,  and  he  wasooc 
difpofeJ  to  tell  a  wilful  lie  io  the  caie.  Indeed,  I 
am  willing  to  think,  that  few  p^oos  are  b  abao- 
dooed  as  to  be  capable  of  doio^  this. 

With  refped  to  this  particular  aficrtion  coocem- 
ing  the  ftate  of  the  Jewifh  chhfbians  in  the  time  of 
Origen,  it  is  lb  circumftanced,  that  if  be  lud 
even  been  cspable  of  averting  a  i^&hood,  ibis  was 
the  laft  that  be  would  have  had  recourlc  to»  bcciufe 
he  was  wricing  in  a  public  controvcriy,  in  which  he 
kas  infifM  largely  on  this  partiaiiar  article,  and  in- 
fiitted  his  advcriary  for  his  ignorance  of  a  ooconoos 
b&.    In  this  fituaiioQj  be  mufb  have  been  Dochiii^ 
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kfs  than  infatuated,  to  have  advanced  what  all  bis 
readers  mud  have  known  to  be  falfe.  A  falfehood 
ib  circumftanced,  and  which  muft  have  been  a  wil- 
ful one,  would  have  been  fo  evidently  ruinous  to 
his  credit^  and  fo  fatal  to  his  caufe,  that  he  muft 
have  been  a  fool  not  to  have  feen  it. 

Befides,  this  particular  circumftance,  of  the  chrif- 
tian  Jews  not  abandoning  the  cuftoms  of  their  an- 
ceftors,  was  not  of  fo  much  confequence  to  his  ge- 
neral argument  in  defence  of  chriftianity,  but  that  he 
might  .very  well  have  neglefted  it.  Nothing, 
therefore,  but  a  perfed  confidence  that  what  he  did 
advance  was  true,  could  have  led  him  to  make  any 
declaration  on  the  fubjedl. 

What  is  more  extraordinary  ftill,  you  fay,  p.  25, 
^*  he  himfelf  contradidtcd  his  own  aflertion,  at  no 
*'  greater  diftance  than  the  third  feflion  of  the 
*'  fame  book;  where  the  good  Father,'*  as  you  ironi- 
cally call  him,  ^^  takes  quite  another  ground  to  con- 
<*  fute  his  adverfary."  Certainly  this  muft  be  thought 
to  be  tf  priori,  in  the  higheft  degree  improbable. 

I  (hall  now  confider  this  flagrant  contradi Aion,  by 
which  this  great  man  (for  fo  all  the  world  has  ever 
called  him)  is  fuppofed  to  confute  himfelf,  and  fo  far 
to  have. loft  all  charaAer,  that  the  Archdeacon  of 
St.  Alban^s  would  not  take  his  evidence  upon  oath ; 
and  I  Ihall  recite  it  in  your  own  words. 

*  Ac  no  greater  diftance  than  in  the  third  feflion 
*  of  the  lame  book,  the  good  Father  takes  quite  an- 
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*  other  grotind  to  confute  his  adverfary  %   ht  infub 

*  over  his  ignorance  for  not  making  che  diftindioai 
'  which  he  himCdf,  in  the  allegation    in  queftka, 

*  had  confounded/  *'  It  is  my  prcfenc  pointy  im$ 
■*  On  gen,  to  evince  Cclfus's  ignorance,  who  bas 
"  made  a  Jew  fay  to  his  countrymen^  co  IfraclitfS 
**  believing  in  Chnft,  Upon  wh^t  motive  ha^c  yott 
*^  deferted  the  law  of  your  ancedois  :  But  how  hi« 
**  tht;jf  deftrrccd  the  law  of  their  anccftors,  who  fc- 
**  prove  thofc  who  are  inattentive  to  it,  and  hy  Tdl 
*'  me  ye,  &c  ?''     *  Then  after  a  citation  of  ccrtaifi 

*  texts  from  St,  Paul's  epiftleSj  in  which  the  apoSle 

*  avails  himfelf  of  the  authoriLy  of  the  Uw  to  enforce 
'  particular  ducies,  which  texts  make  nothing  cnief 

*  for  oragainft  the  Jew's  aflcrtionj  that  the  chriftiam 

*  of  the  circumcilion  had  abandoned  their  aaclcnt 

*  laws,  but  prove  only  that  the  difufe  of  the  law,  if 
'  it  was   adlually  gone  into  difufe,   could  not  be 

*  deemed   a  defer tion,    becaufe  it   proceeded  no: 

*  from  any  difregard  to  the  authority  of  the  law- 

*  giver.     After  a  citation  of  texts  to  this   purpofc, 

*  Origcn  proceeds  in  this  remarkable  ftrain/  *•  And 
•*  how  confufcdiy  does  Celfus's  Jew  fpcak  upon  this 
**  fubjeA*  when  he  might  have  faid  m^rg  pUuifiK^^ 
**  Some  of  YOU  h^vc  rtlioquiOied  the  old  cuftoms 
**ujx^a  pretence  of  expofirions  and  allegories. 
**  >^  v.A  *»*^*  .. .  \.  V .  .w.rig,  IS  you  call  it,  fpiritualiyt 
**  ptidtkefceli^  «>hlifv^  the  lafiitutions  of  our  anccl- 

ttOi    admittii^  thcfe  cx}^>- 

^^-miUm^  i©  receive  Jcfus  as  the  perfon 

^■t  ^h^fiifhets^  sdd  toobferv^e  the  law 

siLUtdiii^  »  tlie  aacicK  cuftocns,  i$ 

«  having 
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•*  having  in  the  letter  the  whole  meaning  of  the 
y  fpirit*."     *  In  thefe  words  Origcn  cont'effcs  all 

*  that  1  have  alleged  of  him.     He    confcfles,    in 

*  contradidion   to  his  former  aflenion]    that  he 

*  knew  of  three  forts  of  Jews  profcffing  chriftianity  ; 

*  one  fort  adhered  to  thL*  letter  of  the  Mofaic  law, 

*  rejefting  all  figurative  interpretations :  another 
^  fort  admitted  a  figurative  interpretation,  conform- 

*  ing,  however,  to  the  letter  of  the  precept,  but  a 

*  third  fort  (the  firft  in  Origen^s  enumeration)  had 

*  relinquifhed  the  obfcrvance  of  the  literal  precept, 

*  conceiving  it  to  be  of  no  importance  in  compariJon 

*  of  the  latent  figurative  meaning.' 

This  contains  the  whole  of  your  curious  reafon- 
ing,  in  which  you  fuppofe  that  Origen,  in  treating 
of  the  fame  fubjed,  and  in  continuation  of  the  fame 
argument,  has  given  you  this  pretence  for  impeach- 
ing his  veracity  as  you  have  done.  But  furely  this 
writer,  who  muft  have  known  his  own  meaning, 
could  not  have  imagined  that  he  had  really  contra- 
difted  himfelf  in  two  paffages,  not  in  different 
works,  written  at  different  times,  or  in  diftant  parts 
of  the  fame  work  (in  which  he  might  have  forgotten 

tTT^pyy&J^^h  vviVfidlixa^^  «3«v  rrrloy  ravalpux  Tnffi7e'  rtvff  fc,  nit 
^nyH^moi^  ^hM jSc  tov  Inaw  ma^hioff^ou  a^  vf a^7evdfy7a,  kcu  tot 
}fitt¥fftm^  vOf*oy  Tvifnaat^  xcOa  ra  ^c3gta  *  ug  ev  m  M^ti  ix^^^  '^^ 
iTBiki  tn  'smyial^  wv*     Lib.  ii.  p.  59* 

what 
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d  JdicMS  tfi  tlsm 


fDiking  iftf 

)iml  in  ilic  Uner,  wbich  ilmaft  i 

1r,  tic  |jf  1  thai  hit  adrcf&yj  vbo  Ini 

ccifiifiif  ^1  wyyid  hM¥€  fakt  vhaer  ^vxi  an 
(nof  whit  %«ii  frfi^)  rf  he  bad  £iid  tkatibs^^  of  dem 
hi^i  rcliAquilhcd  their  ancient  cutton^s,   whik  ck 
icrt  adhrred  to  them  i  aliuding,  pcrhips,  ioafc» 
who  had  tbandoncd  ihofe  cuftoms,  while  the  gr« 
Ixidy  of  I  hem  had  not,  which  is  fuffidcntl?  coo* 
llflent  with  what  he  had  faid  before*     Foe  incoo- 
ftdrrflblfi  txctptions  arc  not  regarded  in  gencnl  ai- 
rertiunt.     It  would   have  been  very  cxtntordioarf 
Indrt^J*  if  m  Jtmih  chriftians  whatever  had  abas* 
duneil  I  he  rim  tA'  lUv'ir  former  religion,   whco^  in 
ill  agfit  Inme  Jews  whether  chey  became  cbriftians 
or  nut,  have  dune  fo-     In  like  manner,  it  concerns 
me  not  to  iftcrt  that  no  individuals  of  the  Jcwilh 
chfiniAn*  rnibniced  the  tloftrine  of  the  trinity,  be- 
Ciuff  my  pur  pule  is  lufrkicncly  anfwered  if  the  great 
hdy  &f  ti^m^  to  whom  the  reft  bore  no  fen fiblc  pro- 
portton^  were  unitarians.  And  though  there  niit^ht  be 
i  irw  Jcwifh  chrilVians  who  had  dcfened  cheir  former 
tuftum*!  which  would  have  given  Cellus  a  pUufihii 
k  fruma 
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pretence  for  making  fuch  a  divifion  of  them  as  to 
make  thefe  one  of  the  claffes,  yet  the  great  body 
of  them  had  not ;  and  this  was  fufEcient  to  remove 
the  reproach  which  Celfus  had  thrown  out  againft 
the  Jewifli  chriftians  in  general. 

That  this  was  really  the  cafe,  and  that  the  great 
body  of  Jewifh  chriftians  were  likewife  unitarians, 
we  have  the  exprefs  tcftimony  of  Origen,  uncon- 
tradided,  as  I  have  (hewn,  by  himfclf,  or  any  other 
authority  whatever.  He  could  not  but  be  well  in- 
formed with  refpeft  to  the  faft,  his  veracity  was 
never  impeached  ;  and  if  he  had  been  difpofcd  to 
deny  the  truth  (which  he  had  no  temptation  to  do) 
he  wrote  in  circumftances  in  which  his  attempts  to 
falfify  could  not  have  availed  him. 

But  to  prove  Origen  to  be  guilty  of  contradicting 
himfelf  is  not  the  only  ule  you  make  of  the  paffage. 
You  fay,  p.  27,  *'  JBut  this  is  not  all.  In  the  next 
**  fentence  he  gives  us  to  underftand,  though  I 
*•  confcfs  more  indircftly,  but  he  gives  us  to  un- 
**  dcrftand,  that  of  thefe  three  forts  of  Hebrews 
•'  profefTing  chriftianity,  they  only  who  had  laid 
'^  afide  the  ufc  of  the  Mofaic  law,  were  in  his 
**  time  confidered  as  true  chriftians."  This  is  ex- 
traordinary indeed ;  but  let  us  fee  btm  it  is  given 
to  he  underjiood.  Having  found  fo  little  in  your 
clear  ccnclufionsy  I  do  not  expeft  much  from  your 
fuppofed  infinuations. 

'For 
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*  For  he  mcniions  it  as  a  further  proof  of 

*  Ignorance  of  Cclfus,  preccrsding^  as  it  appeafs] 

*  didj  to  iiecp  erudition  upoa  all  fobjsfb^  tliatt  i| 

*  his  account  of  the  hcrcScs  of  the  chriftian  cbyTdii 

*  he  had  omitted  the  Ifraclrtes  believing  in  Jcfoi, 

*  and  not  laying  aCde  the  law  of  their  anccfton. 
*'  But  how  ihould  CclOis/*  be  fays,  "  makedcat 
**  diftiDctions  upon  this  point,  who,  in  the  fcqud 
**  of  his  work,  mentions  impious  hcfrfies*  iko- 
*'  gcther  alienated  from  Chrift,  and  others  wUA 
*'  h^vc  reru>miccd  the  creator^  and  has  not  nockod 
'*  for  fcnew  not  of  J  Ifradixes  bclicidng  in  Jc'uSj 
•'  and  not  relinquilHog  the  law  of  liior  fetbffsV 

*  What  opinio::/  you  fay,  *  is  to  be  entertained  of  i 

*  writer*s  vctjcity*  who  in  one  page  aflcrts  that  die 

*  Hebrews  profeffing  chrifliaoity  had  no:  Feaouoceil 

*  the  Jewifh  law,  and  in  the  next  affirms  thii  a  pait 
^  of  tncm  had  renounced  it,  not  without  an  ioiioai* 

*  tion  that  thej  who  bad  not  were  heretics,  not  mil 

*  chrilBans,    Ego  huic  testi,   ztiau  jueat^ 

^  qvi   TAU    MANIFESTO   FUMOS   VESDIT^    MSL  KQS 

*  CREDITCIIDM  ZSS£  COKFIRMO/ 
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Stlch  is  the  curious  inference  of  the  learrted  Arch- 
<leacon  of  St.  Albans.  Ffom  this  conftruction  of 
the  paffage,  a  perfon  might  be  led  to  think  that 
Origen  reprefented  Celfus  aS  having  undertaken  to 
give  an  account  of  the  hcrefies  in  the  chriftian' 
thurch,  and  as  having,  in  that  account,  omitted  tb^ 
Jfraelites  believing  in  JefuSy  and  not  laying  ajtde  tht 
rites  of  their  anceftors  -,  and  on  no  other  ground  can 
your  infinuatibn  ftand.  Whereas  the  ttioft  natural 
conftruftion  of  the  paffage  is,  that  Origch  fays,  "  It 
**  is  no  wonder  that  Celfus  {hould  be  fo  ignorant  of 
•^  what  he  was  treating,  when  he  claffcd  the  Gnoftics 
**  along  with  chriftians,  and  did  not  even  know 
**  that  there  wefc  Ifraelites  who  profefled  chrif- 
**  tianity,  and  adhered  to  the  laws  of  Mofes." 
Where  then  is  the  moft  diftant  infinuation  that  the 
J/raelites  believing  in  Cbrifi,  and  not  laying  qfide 
the  rites  of  their  anceftors y  were  heretics.^  That 
the  Gnoftics  were  claffcd  with  chriftians,  was 
a  common    complaint  of  the  orthodox  in  that 

You  ftrangely  allege  another  inftance  of  what 
you  call  prevarication  in  Origen,  in  the  fame  book 
againft  Celfus.  In  the  controverfy  with  the  Jews, 
about  the  meaning  of  the  word  TXchify  which  ke 
<:ontends  fignifies  a  virgin,  he  fays  (R^n^ks, 
p.  29)  "  The  word  na*:y,  which  the  LXX  have, 
•^.tranflated  into  the  word  ^afit^  [a  virgin]  but 
**  other  interpreters  into  the  word  vrovc^  fa  young 

"  woman] 
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**  woman]  is  put  too^  ai  thev  mmt^  m  Deamo- 
**  nomy,  for  a  virgin */* 

On  this  you  remark  as  follaws,  **  What  is  das 
**  as  they  fay  ?  Was  ic  unknown  to  cbc  comptkr  iif 
**  the  Hexapla,  whac  tbc  reading  ot  the  Hdjctir 
**  tcittt  in  his  own  time,  was  ?  It  be  kocw  ihjt  ir 
**  was  what  he  would  have  it  thougkt  to  be,  «hj 
*^  does  he  fcem  to  aflert  upon  hearfay  ooly  ?  Ifbc 
"  knew  not,  why  did  he  not  inform  himfclf,  tfm  ht 
"  might  either  alTcrt  with  confidrncc  white  be  hd 
''  found  upon  enquiry  to  be  true,  or  not  aflcit 
**  what  could  not  be  maintained  ?  Ego  hoic  testj, 

*^  £TtAMSI  JURATO,    QUI  TAM  EIAMIFESTO  WVWm 

■'VENOIT,     ME     NUN      CREDlTUEtlXf      ESSE      COIS- 

*'  riRido/* 

I  am  allonifhed  that  any  man  could  think  thil 
flate  of  the  cafe  probable.  The  qucllioa  bccweea 
Origen  and  the  Jews  was  not  what  was  the  wofd 
in  the  Hebrew,  but  what  was  the  meaning  of  it  iiL& 
panicular  place-  But  even,  admitting  thac  tbediF 
putc  was  about  the  true  reading  in  che  origiiul, 
wh4t  great  matter  was  there  in  Origea's  faying  ik 
jiws/sidf^,  when  he  knew  chat  what  tbey  ^d  wai 

i:  p,  zj. 

mtf 
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true  ?  Is  this  a  foundation  on  which  to  affirm  that 
you  would  not  take  a  man's  evidence  upon  his 
oath.  What  an  appetite  muft  a  man  have  for  ca- 
lumny, who  can  leize  upon  fuch  a  circumftance  as 
this  to  gratify  it  ? 

•  Foenum  habet  in  cornu,  hunc  tu,  Romane,  caveto. 
I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 


IL 


General  Obfervatlons  relating  to  the  fuppofed  ortbodbx" 
church  ofjewifi  chrijiians  at  Jerufalemy  after  the 
time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.   Sir, 

HAVING  fully  confidcred  what  you  have 
alleged  in  fupport  of  your  extraordinary 
charge  of  wilful  falfebood  in  Origen,  becaufc  the 
fuppofition  of  his  being  an  honeft  man  was  incon- 
fiftent  with  the  exigence  of  your  church  of  ortho- 
dox Jewiih  chriftians  at  Jerufalem  after  the  time  of 
Adrian,  I  fliall  proceed  to  confider  the  pojitive  evi-z, 
dence  that  you  have  produced  for  theadual  exiftence 

of 
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uf  fucb  &  church.  But  I  fliall,  in  the  6rtl  piict, 
mcniiori  foine  oblVrvations  of  a  general  nature  re* 
Utif^  to  the  fubject. 

That  there  was  a  chriftian  church  at  Jcnifakin 
after  the  time  of  Adrian,  We  ail  acknowledge  j  bii 
you  fay,  p.  41,  **  the  point  in  difpute  betvrccD  usiSj 
*'  of  what  members  the  church  of  JEHa  was  com- 
**  pofed.  He  hys  of  converts  of  Gentile  ex- 
*'  iraction»  I  fay,  of  Hebrews,  of  the  very  fiaia 
**  perfons,  in  the  greater  part^  who  were  nncnibeTs 
"  of  the  ancient  Hebrew  church  at  the  time  wbca 
•*  the  Jews  were  fubducd  by  Adrian/* 

I-  Now  chat  the  members  of  this  church  were 
not  Jews,  but  Greeks,  I  think  indilpu table  from 
this  plain  confideration,  th^t  after  the  time  of  Adrian 
the  bi(hops  of  that  church  were  Greeks^  and  that 
the  Iangua:;e  in  which  the  public  offices  were  per- 
formed was  Greek;  whereas  immediatdy  bc/ore  tie 
bifhops  had  been  Hebrews,  and  the  public  offices 
had  been  in  the  Hebrew  tongue. 

2.  If  there  was  any  confiderable  body  of  ortho- 
dox Jewifh  chriftians  it  is  extraordinary  that  no 
pardcular  mention  fhould  be  made  of  theni  by  any 
ancient  writer.  Jerom  fpeaks  of  his  acquaintance 
with  learned  Ebion'tes  by  whom  he  was  taught  the 
Hebrew  tongue.  Living  as  he  did  in  the  country^ 
he  might  as  eafily,  on  your  idea,  have  found  learned 
orthodox  Jewifh  chriftians,  with  whom  it  would 
have  been  more  agreeable  to  him  to  affociate,  unlc$ 

you 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.  17 

you  fuppofe  that  the  learned  Ebionitcs  were  here- 
tics, and  the  unlearned  orthodox. 

3.  As  fo  many  writers  fpeak  of  Ebionites,  or 
heterodox  Nazarenes,  it  would  furely  have  been 
natural  for  fomc  of  them  to  have  added,  that  ihey 
were  not  the  great  body,  or  at  Icaft  not  the  whole, 
of  the  Jcwilh  chriftians.  The  piention  of  the  one 
would  naturally  have  drawn  after  it,  on  fome  occa- 
fion,  the  mention  of  the  other.  And  yet- no  ancient 
'  writer  fpeaks  of  them. 

4*  As  to  a  whole  church  of  orthodox  Jewifli 

.  chriftians  at  Jerufalem,  or  elfewhere,  we  hear  of  no 

:  intercourfe  between  any  fuch  church  and  other  or- 

'  thodox  churches.    None  of  their  bilhops,  or  dc- 

)  puties  from  them»  appear  at  any  council;  no  appeals 

\  are  ever  made  to  them ;  which  would  have  been 

^  natural,  as  to  the  mother  of  all  the  churches.    This 

iseafily  accounted  for  on  the  fuppofition  that  all  the 

\  remains  of  the  Jewifli  chriftians  were  the  poor  and 

defpifed  unitarian  Ebionites,  refiding  chiefly  beyond 

the  fea  of  Galilee,  whofe  numbers  likewife  were  in- 

cooiiderable ;  but  hard  to  be  fuppofcd,  if  there  were 

any  churches  of  orthodox  Jewifli  chriftians,  refiding 

at  Jerulalem,  or  elfewhere. 

5.  If  there  was  any  confiderable  body  of  ortho- 
dox Jewifli  chriftians,  why  do  we  never  hear  of  any 
Hebrew  gofpels  befides  that  of  Matthew  ?  If  they 
held  the  dodrine  of  the  orthodox  gentile  churches 
concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift,  it  is  probable  that 

C  ihey^ 
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they  would  have  had  the  fame  rcfpeit  for  the 
gofpcls,  and  the  otiier  books  of  the  New  Tcfbmeitj 
and  yet  it  is  almott  certain^  thai  they   mzdc  fci 
yfc  ot  them. 

By  way  of  apology  for  your  additions  to 
fcaoiy  accouats  of  the  ancients,  concerning  ibcaii'| 
queftof  Jerufalem  by  Adrian,  you  fay,  p,  38,  ^'Tk 
**  cccIcCaftical  hiftory  of  thofc  times  is  fo  very  ^ 
*^  neral  and  imperft£t^  that  whoever  atterapts  n| 
**  make  out  a  coofiftent  ftory  from  any   anckml 
**  writers  which  are  come  down  to   us,   will  find 
*^  himfelf  under  the  ntccCity  of  helping  out  their 
*'  broken  accounts  by  his  own  conjcdurts." 

But  certainly.  Sir,  the  cmtradliiing  of  an  anciot 
writer,  is  not  the  way  to  btlp  cut  his  account  d 
lhing!»  Now  Eufcbius,  the  oldeft  writer  who  mas- 
lions  the  fafl:,  fays,  that  after  the  taking  of  the  dry 
by  Adrian,  the  whole  nation  of  the  Jews  (^ost  fSs®-, 
which  excludes  all  diftinftion  with  refpe^ft  to  rf%w») 
were  forbidden  even  to  fee  the  dcfolation  of  thck 
metropolis  at  a  diftance*.  To  help  out  this  bnkm 
auounti  becaufe  it  does  not  contain  all  that  you  wifli 
it  to  do  (though  I  fee  nothing  broken  in  it)  you  lay 
that  the  Jews  were  allowed  to  remain  in  the  place, 
and  enjoy  the  privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony,  on 

moc9  cSv®~  i\  vtivm  Kcu  rni  V£^i  ra  hpfxroXufjux  yrt^'sofATrcof  ivtSagat 
UfyiiaUy  vofM  ibyfiali  kcu  iidlaiicriv  A^icxia  o:;  aa  /jini'  i|  etxcA 
^»^itv  TO  voGuQv  ii^aip®'  lymuyaof-ivH.    Hid.  Lib.  iv.  cap.  6. 

condidop 
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Condition  of  their  becoming  chriftians.  To  help  out 
this  addition,  I  would  farther  add,  that  another  of 
the  terms  of  the  capitulation  was,  that  they  (hould 
from  that  time  fpeak  Greek,  as  without  this,  they 
could  have  derived  no  benefit  from  the  offices  of  a 
Greek  church. 

Sulpicius  fays,  that  by  this  fcverity  to  the  inha- 
bitants of  Jerufalem,  Adrian  thought  to  dcftroy  the 
chriftian  faith.   But  to  this  you  oppofe  the  authority 
of  Orofius  (calling  it,  however,  p.  43,  but  2l  feather 
ift  the  fcale)  that  when  the  Jews  were  excluded,  the 
chriftians  were  allowed  to  remain.     If  your  liberty 
of  helping  out  a  broken  ftory  may  be  exercifcd  here, 
1  Ihouid  fay,  that  in  the  idea  even  of  this  writer, 
the  Greek  chriftians  might  remain,  but  the  Jewijh 
not.     If  any  regard  is  to  be  paid  to  Eufebtus,  the 
:  ••Ideft  hiftofian,  or  to  Salpiciui,  \7ho  is  much  more 
;:  fiircumftantial  than  Orofius,  and  on  that  account 
better  entitled   to  credit,  no  Jews,  chriftians  or 
dihers>  were  allowed  to  remain  in  the  place. 

To  make  your  account  the  more  probable,  you 
fay,  p.  44,  **  It  is  a  notorious  fa£t  that  Adrian  was 
**  not  unfavourable  to  the  chriftians,  and  that  the 
**  church  in  his  reign  obtained  a  rcfpite  from  per- 
•*  fecution."  But  how  far  did  this  favour  to  chrif- 
tians extend  ?  You  fay,  "  the  fury  of  their  perfe- 
•*  cutors  was  reftrained  by  the  imperial  refcripts  to 
'•  the  provincial  governors,  who  were  direfted  not 
-*^-ta  proceed  afeainft  the  chriftians,  except  by  way  of 
^'  regular  trials  tipon  the  allegation  of  fome  certain 

C  2  •*  crUnc^ 
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LETTER       III. 

Of  the  Tefiimony  of  Epipbanius  to  the  Exifience  of  a 
Cburcb  of  Orthodox  Jewijb  Cbriftians  at  Jerufa^ 
Jem  afttrthe  time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.    Sir, 

AFTER  the  preliminary  obfervarions  contain- 
ed in  the  preceding  letter,  1  (hall  now  con- 
,    fidcr  the  teftimony  that  you  have  produced  from 
Epiphanius. 

Tou  fay.  p.  46,  that  "the/tf^(vi%.  of  the  return 
df  the  Jews  from  Pella  to  Jcrufalem,  after  the  wars 
J  of  Adrian)  of  which  Dr.  Prieftley  has  done  me 
"  the  honour  to  make  me  the  inventor,  is  aflerted 
*•  by  Epiphanius. — The  confidence,"  you  add, 
••  with  which  he  mentions  this,  as  a  faft  fprged 
*•  by  me,  is  only  one  inftance,  out  of  a  great 
"  number,  of  his  own  (hamelefs  intrepidity  in 
'«  aflfcrtion  " 

If,  Sir,  you  wifh  to  reclaim  a  perfonjyou  fhould 
never  deprive  him  of  all  charafter,  but  fliould 
leave  him  a  littUy  a  fmall  root,  from  which  more 
may  afterwards  fpring.  Having  now  no  charac- 
ter  to  lofe,  being  capable  of  aflerting  any  thing, 

C  3  true 
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true  or  falfe,  ckit  u  likd;  to  aofwrr  tny  y^ 
I  will,  **  wfA  ihc  ftioft  Qiaixicleis  lotrrptdE^i^ 
fdt,  that  Epf^unitts  mmtiooi  no  fuch/^  n] 
fo  Tcr?  confideodj  iiappoib  Imi  to  Iwptdore.  Al 
car^iillf  exxminlng  die  psffi^  whkfi  ^  h 
produced,  1  do  mainraii),  tbit  in  it  he  mika 
mcotioo  vhitevcr  oi  iitf  rcntrB  ot  cfirtftian  j* 
fmm  FcIK  btBAcB  due  vlikh  twsk  place  afar 
ddbiidion  of  Jertt&kinbf  Titts^  mmd  ootnil 
any  return  ifter  the  dcftn>ftion  by  Adrian,  1 
IS  moft  rndetit,  from  igrndiag  to  tbe  ▼crj  i 
frntencc  which  follows  the  words  that  you  I 
qootcd.     The  *bole  pafcgic  is  ss  follows  : 

After  mentioning  Aquila,  as  appointed 
Adrian,  the  infpcdor  of  his  wcnics  at  .fiia,  ] 
phanius  gives  the  following  hiilory  of  hie 
*•  Aquila,  living  at  Jerufalem,  and  ieeing  the 
^  dples  of  the  difciples  of  the  apoiUes  floticii 
«'  in  the  faith,  and  working  great  miracles,  ( 
«  ciaJly  of  healing  (For  they  had  returned  f 
^*  die  dty  of  Pella  to  Jenifalem,  and  taught  ri 
••  For  when  the  city  was  about  to  be  taken  bj 
**  Rooians,  all  the  diiciples  had  been  forwa 
♦*  by  an  angel  to  leave  the  city,  which  was  dc 
••  ed  to  deftnjftioo.  Thefc,  leaving  it,  went 
"  dwtit  10  the  aboTe-TT-enrioned  Pella,  bej 
*•  Jordan^  one  of  tiiofe  that  were  called  Decapc 
••  bw  returning  aficr  the  defolation  of  Jcrulal 
^  W  I  fcave  faid,  worked  mirsclcs),  Aquila,  th 
^*  few^^  beicg  coo^niccc,  became  a  chrillian. 
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r  •*  after  fome  time  requcfting  the  feal  of  chriftiani- 
.:  *•  ty  [viz.  baptifm]  obtained  it  ^.*' 

^       What  can  be  more  evident,  than  that  the  re- 

-   turn  of  the  Jewifli  chriftians  from  Pella,  nicntioa- 

.    cd  in  this  pafTage  by  £piphanius>  is   that  return 

.  which  followed  the  deftrudlion  of  Jcrufalem  by 

.    Titus?   For  he  fpeaks  of  their  having  left  that 

.    ^ity,  antecedent  to  ibis  return  to  it,  in  confequence 

of  being  warned  by  an  angel  fo  to  do,  which  was 

faid  to  be  the  cafe  before  the  deftruftion   by 

Titus,  but  never  before  that  by  Adrian  ;  and  it 

was  by  the  difciples  of  thofe  who  then   returned, 

that  Aquila  was  converted  to  chriftianity,  which 

was  probably  a  confiderabie  time  before  the  de- 

ftruftion  of  the  Jews  by  Adrian. 

After  the  imperfcft  quotation  of  the  paflage  of 
which  I  have  given  the  entire  tranQation,  you  have 

*  O  Tom/v  Am/Xo;,  S/ayaiv  cv  rn  hpao'aXKfJL^  mm  opav  m;  /icASstg 
^m  fMcMuv  ofjroroxuv  avitrJIag  m  virs  1,  jtcu  anfuta  ftsyoXa  Sfyato- 
§Amt(^  utffiw  Mm  oXXonr  ^avfju3av ,  riarav  yotp  vmrptiifaviti  ayro  IIcX^i}^ 
fm  w^f«(  «(  UpwaXnfA,  KM  iiiaoMovk; ,  ttma  yap  nfjLs>^xv  ri  vo^( 
aWMtff^eu  VTTo  rajv  Voifuum^  vp^ixp^fMLa^aaif  utto  oyyiKHn  *sa»' 
Iftf  M  fcoSAu  ftilarnvai  uto  Tng  zro>^aif  fju!>^(nif  a^in»  afxc»va^eu  i 
m  rint%  mai  fAi^ofot  ytvofABwi,  uxna-oa  a  IIca^d  t»i  vpoytypafjifismi 
<«i^8«  mtfOftulopiavM^  y!k(  im  2cxaT0Af«(  ^syilm  itvai .  Atcloe  h  rm 
^^i/mif  hfwti^aifA  vv9rps^avk;<t  u;  cfny,  tny^Bia  /txryoXa  tjrtliKn  • 
Q  4W  Aif(Aa(  Molamysi^  rm  ^tavciavi  t«  xj^rtocficiiM  mmwiv,  ainr 
wcti  h  fjLila  xfom  xnv  cv  xf 'rw  fff^aytidy  cuofu^ob.  De  men* 
furis  ct  ponderibuS)  Opera,  vol.  2.  p.  17 1.    . 
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the  alTurance  to  add,  p.  47,  *•  Whether  this  rctnl 
*'  of  the  chriftians  of  Jcrufalem  from  PcUa,  cookl 
*'  place  in  the  interval  between  the  end  cf  Titosij 
"  war  and  the  commencement  of  Adrian's,  onrl 
"  cer  the  end  of  Adrian's,  is   a  matter  of  noifrl 
*^  portince.     It  is  fufficient  for    my   purpofc  thtfl 
*'  thcic  returned  chriftians  were  refiding  at  Jcnii^| 
**  lert!,  or  more  properly  at  ^lia,  at  the  faoej 
**  ::.r.e  :ha:  AquiU  was  refiding  there,  as  overiwi 
"  or*:hc  cirperor's  works.     Let  not  the  public  he  I 
^  ^'?..iVu  by  any  cavils  which  ignorance  or  fraud] 
**  r?uy  ru:"e  about  the  chronology  of  the  return." 


k-^OA 


t  certainly  it  mull    be   of  ccnfequcnce  10 1 
•  \vhr:her  Aquila  was  refiding  at  Jcrufalem 

:  ;:  Jx^/:  v:V.\-^.  o:':hit  c::y  by  Adrian ;  and 
-  "  -  r  :  -...-^  b ::  rh^nius  fays,  or  is  at  all  pro- 

*  :  .".  Kor  ::^r  rebuilding  of  Jerufalem 
.  ^.\  -.wr.jr.  Abulia  was  employed  by 
'..   >  .  :,:c-:.^;:7  in  :he  i_;rh  year  of  his  reign, 

.X-  .  •?  :-cr  :;rvo::  o:*  t?e  Jews;  and  it  \v:is 
:^r    ->■'.  ."*:  A^ri^r.  tha:  ihcrv  were  cr- 


V;..^  .  —  :.-*  r.-?'i''J5,  Aquila,  after  his 
•  "*'  -•  *  .^'  -"  -'  ■^"  ■■■  :?y  ^""".c  »Jc;'cendanrs  of 
;".  '-*.-!  cv;.:a.^x,  ur.^  were  returned  from 
V**.*ii  ^rcta;n  -e  ."  >  :. —  r-  rraiiicts}  was  excom- 
>*•'  .   :  V.     A::?r  rh.s  ne  becamea Jew, 

■..;-.:*  !?  t^rirucv    of  the  fcrip- 
^ »"  i  *-  *."!..•». cr   K<&   ir.cr.   into  LjreeiCa 

This 
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This  tranflation  Cave  fuppofes  to  have  been 
made  A.  D.  128^  or  129,  the  nth  or  12th  of 
Adrian.  His  converlion  to  chriftianity,  there- 
ibre>  was  probably  prior  to  the  reign  of  Adrian; 
and  yet  that  is  the  only  circumftance  that  proves 
any  intercourfe  he  ever  had  with  Jewilh  chriftians 
leturned  from  Pella.  On  which  fide  then  is  the 
ignorance^  I  fay  nothing  oi  the  frauds  of  which  you 
fufpeft  me  ia  this  bufinefs  ?  You  mult.  Sir,  dig 
deeper  than  you  have  yet  done,  for  the  foundation 
of  this  favourite  church. 

1  am,  &c. 


LETTER       IV. 

Of  tU  Evidence  from  Jerom  in  Favour  of  the 
Exijience  of  a  Church  of  Orthodox  Jewijb  Cbrif 
mns  at  Jerufalem  after  the  Time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.    Sir, 

1COME  now  to  the  two  pafl^ges  which  you 
have  quoted  from  Jerom.  That  on  which 
you  lay  the  greateft  ftrefs  you  introduce  in  the 
following  manner.  "  But  I  give  him  Origen," 
p.  48.  **  I  will  reft  the  credit  of  my  feventh  pofi« 
**  tion  upon  the  mention  which  occurs  in  Jcrom's 
•*  Commentary  upon  Ifaiah,  of  Hebrews  believing 
^^  in  Chrift^  as  diftindt  from  the  Nazarenes.    Je- 

^rotti 
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«^  rom  relates  two  different  cxpofuions  of  the  pro- 
"  phecy  coiiccrningZabulonand  Naphtali,  deliver- 
*'  cd  in  the  bcginnmgof  the  glh  chapter  of  Ifaiabj 
"  of  which  expofitions  he  afcribes  the  one  to  the 
"  Ndrews  bdievimg  in  Cbrifi^  the  other  to  the 
'*  Nazargms.  The  charafter  given  of  thefc  He- 
**  brews,  that  they  keliived  in  Chrijty  without  any 
**  thing  to  diftinguifh  their  belief  from  the  com- 
"  mon  belief  of  the  churchy  without  any  note  of 
■*  its  error  or  imperfeftion,  is  a  plain  character  of 
"  complete  orthodoxy/* 

It  is  fomewhat  remarkable,  that  having  be- 
fore maintained^  that  thofe  whom  Jerom  call- 
ed Nazarenes^  in  his  epiftic  to  Auftin,  were 
arib&dox  tbriftians^  you  Ihould  now  allow  that,  by 
the  fame  term,  he  here  means  biretks  i  and  that 
the  phrafe,  beliiving  in  Cbriji^  fliould  now  be  a 
ch^radler  of  complete  crfbad&xy^  when  in  that  cpiftlc 
it  is  predicated  of  the  heretical  Ebionites,  What 
clue  can  we  have  to  any  man's  meaning,  if  he  be 
fuppofed  to  ufe  terms  in  fuch  different,  and  even 
oppofite  fenfes?  When  neither  himfelf,  nor  any 
qther  writer,  ever  fays  that  there  were  two  fuc^ 
ye<-y  different  kinds  of  Nazarenes,  what  right  caa. 
you  have  to  affcrt  that  there  were  ? 

The  paffage  in  Jerom  on  which,  though  you 
lay  fo  much  ftrefs,  you  do  not  quote,  is  as 
follows.  In  his  interpretation  of  Ifaiah  ix.  14. 
(tited  in  Matt*  iv.  6,)   he  fays,   **  Galilee   of 

"the 
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^'  the  Gendles  Aquila  tranflates  %ivai  of  the  Gen- 
•*  tilcsj  and  Symmachus  the  boundaries  of  the  Gen- 
*'  tiles.  By  ^<va(  we  underftand  heaps  of  fand  on 
•*  fea  coafts,  or  (hores.  The  Hebrews  believing  in 
**  Chrift,  interpret  the  paffage  in  this  manner.  At 
**  firft  thefe  two  tribes^  Zabulon  and  Naphtali^ 
**  were  taken  by  the  Aflyrians,  and  carried  into 
'^  their  enemies  country,  and  Galilee  was  deftroyed  i 
"  which  the  prophet  now  fays  was  relieved,  becaufe 
'*  he  bore  the  fins  of  the  people.  But  afterwards 
'*  not  only  the  two  tribes,  but  the  reft  that  dwelled 
^*  beyond  Jordan,  in  Samaria,  were  carried  cap-- 
••  tive.  And  this  they  fay  the  fcripture  now  de- 
<<  clares,  that  the  country  whofe  people  were  firft 
**  carried  captive,  and  began  to  ferve  the  Babylo- 
**  nians,  and  which  was  firft  involved  in  the  dark- 
♦^  nefs  of  error,  was  the  firft  to  fee  the  light  of 
♦•  Chrift  preaching  to  them,  and  from  it  the  gofpel 
^  was  preached  to  all  other  nations.  The  Naza^ 
^  renes,  wbofe  opinion  I  have  given  ahave^  thus  en- 
•*  deavour  to  explain  the  paflage.  Chrift  coming, 
<^  and  his  preaching  (hining  forth,  in  the  firft  place 
^^  the  country  of  ^abulon  and  Naphtalim,  being 
*^  delivered  from  the  error  of  the  fcribe$  and  phari- 
*^  fees,  Ihook  from  their  necks  the  heavy  yoke  of 
^*  Jewifh  traditions ;  but  afterwards,  by  the  preach* 
^^  ing  of  the  apoftle  Paul,  who  was  the  laft  of  the 
**  apoftles,  the  preaching  was  increafed,  or  multi- 
**  plied,  and  the  gofpel  of  Chrift  (hone  to  the  ut- 
'*  moft  boundaries  of  the  Gentiles,  and  of  the  ocean. 
••  Then  all  the  world,  which  before  walked,  or  fat,i 
<*  in    darknefs,  and  was  held  in  the   chains  of 

"  idolatry 
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"  idoktry  and  deaths  faw  the  ckar  liglit  of  ihc 
"gofpelV 

Before  you  can  Jhow  that  this  paflkge,  on  which 
you  lay  fo  much  ftrefs,  is  ac  all  to  your  purpofc, 
you  muft  prove  the  three  foUowing  things,  Firft, 
that  the  Hebrews  belkving  in  Cbrijt  were  difFcrenc 
from  the  Nazarems.    Secondly,  that  the  former 

•  Pro  GaliUa  Gmtium  Aqaili  ^ivcLi  gemtlam^  SjrinmschiiJ, 
tcrminQfr  gentium  incerpretiti  Aint :  dwAt^  auiem  tumvl  11 
lutelligimus  areiurumi  qui  vel  m  liuonbtis  vcl  m  ripis  funl 
Kebixi  cret^cDtes  in  ChnHum  huac  locum  iia  ediffeiunt, 
Primo  icraporc  hae  dux  iribua  Z:ibolon  ct  Nephulim  ab  AA 
fyrtis  «pt«  fiaut  et  dufta:  k  hoftilem  terrapi,  &  Gajil^i 
defcna  eil,  qmm  nunc  propheca  dkit  ftllcmxam  en'e,  eaquo4 
p«ccati  populi  fudlneret.  FoUe^  mum  tion  falum  due  inboi, 
fed  etre1lqu£  qua:  habiuhiDt  trans  Jord^nem  in  SarDaWa, 
diiQx  funt  ID  capttvitatem*  Et  hoc,  tcquiuDt  fcnptuia  i>unc 
dick,  quod  regit  cujuspcpului primus  duflus  c(t  in  eapttviittctil 
ic  fiabilouiti  fervireccepir,  et  qu^  priut  in  tcntbiU  verfabaiuf 
erroili,  ipfe  primum  luccm  pt^rdicantii  vidcrit  Chrifli,  « 
ej^  CI  in  univcrfds  gcnt«^  fit  cvangcliom  ftfrninatum.  Naxaf:Ei| 
quurum  opiniPticm  fupra  pofui,  huoc  lacum  lu  expianaie 
cooancur.  /^dvenienie  Chriilo,  et  pr?edicatione  illius  comf- 
cante,  prima  terra  Zabulon  ic  terra  Nephtalim  fcribaram  et 
pharifxorum  efl  crroribus  Hberata,  et  graviOiniuni  cradi- 
lionum  Judaicarum  jugum  excuflit-*de  cervicibus  fuis^ 
Poilea  autem  per  evangelium  apollcli  Pauli,  qui  noviffimas 
apodorum  omniuin  fuit,  ingravata  eft,  i.  e.  muUiplicata  pne« 
dicatio,  &  in  terminos  gentium  &  viam  ui/iverfi  maris  ChriAi 
evangelium  fplenduit.  Denique  oroois  orbis,  qui  aote  amba- 
lahat  vel  fedebat  in  tenebris,  &  idolatrisac  mortis  vinculi^ 
tenebatur^  clarum  evangtlicum  lumeo  afpcxit.  Opera,  vol.  4. 
P-  33- 
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were  completely  orthodox  ;  and  thirdly,  that  thofc 
orthodox  Jewifli  chriftians  refided  at  Jerufalem. 
And  it  appears  to  me  that  not  one  of  thefc  fuppo* 
fitiuns  is  at  all  probable. 

That  by  Nazarenes  Jerom  did  not  intend  any 
other  than  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Cbrijiy  but  only 
meant  to  vary  his  mode  of  expreflion,  is  probable 
from  this  confideration ;  that,  after  giving  a  tranf- 
lation  of  the  paflage  by  Aquila  and  Symmachus, 
both  Ebionites,  he  fpeaks  of  the  interpretation  of  the 
prophecy  by  the  Hebrew  chriftians  in  general,  and 
then  fays,  the  Nazarenes,  wbofe  opinion  be  bad  given 
above  J  explained,  or  illuftrated  it^  in  the  manner  that 
has  been  reprefented.  The  opinion  to  which  he 
referred,  as  given  above ^  was,  therefore,  probably, 
that  of  the  Hebrews  believkig  in  Cbrift.  And  the 
explanations  of  the  paflage  are  not  at  all  different 
from  one  another,  but  the  latter  a  farther  illuftration 
of  the  former;  the  one  being  an  interpretation  of 
the  prophecy,  and  the  latter  a  more  particular  appU* 
cation  of  it  to  the  time  of  Chrift,  and  the  gofpel. 

This  paflage,  therefore,  which  you  have  quoted 
as  dccifively  in  your  favour,  inftead  of  proving  that 
the  Hebrews  believing  in  Cbrift  were  different  from 
the  Nazarenes^  furniflies  an  additional  argument 
that,  in'the  idea  of  Jerom,  they  were  the  very  fame 
people;  if  it  does  not  alfo  prove  that  their  opinions 
were  the  fame  with  thofe  of  Aquila  and  Symma^^ 
chus,  or  of  the  Ebionites, 

You 
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You  may,  indeed ,  fay  that  the  opinion  of  the 
Na^rcnts  to  which  Jcrom  refers,  as  gh^^n  abmh 
was  that  account  of  the  Nazarcncs  which  is  found  in 
his  commentary  on  the  preceding  chapter,  viz. 
**  tlicir  fo  receiving  Chrift  as  not  to  abandon  the  old 
•«  law/'  But  the  remotenefs  of  the  paSage,  and  its 
having  no  relation  to  the  fubjeft  of  which  he  is  tIta^ 
tng  in  his  commentary  on  the  ninth  chapcer,  maki 
it  improbubie* 

a.  Admitting  that  Jerom  alluded  to  fome  dif- 
Ibtfict  between  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Chrifi  and 
lAf  Nmisarims^  it  is  far  from  following,  that  the 
fornKr  Wffe  t&mfl/felj  artbgdcx^  and  the  letter  noC- 
For  the  phrafc  believing  in  Chrift  is  applied  both 
by  Origen  and  Jerom  to  the  heretical  Jewifli  chrif- 
lians.  His  not  exprcfily  faying  that  they  were  be- 
9Hks  in  this  place,  on  which  you  lay  fo  much  ftrcfi, 
«a  nevxrr  prove  that  they  were  completely  ertbodex\ 
innf^  their  herefy  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  fubjcd 
^^  wtuch  Jerom  b  here  treating. 

a\U  the  oifirtence  between  thefc  two  delcriptions 
«f  Jk^i^  vhntHii»  that  Jerom  cm  be  fuppoled  to 
%Sy>k^  tvv  «i  ruch  a  ciie  xs  Origcn  oiade  of  two  fortJ 
^  ytx^JiMjtrJi^  via.  ore  who  believed  the  miraculous 
^,, ,,.,,.  ^  ,.^  ,^^  , :  rr  who  ditbdicved  it ;  or 
^M  %»4  JNAii^  v^  oc  ;:io2^  who  wooid  hold  com* 
to  fOK^  dnfbais^  ixxl  dusfe  who 


It 
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"  It  muft  ftrike  the  learned  reader,'*  you  fay, 
'^  p.  53,  **  that  the  Nazarcnes  mentioned  by  St. 
«*  Jerom,  in  the  paffage  to  which  I  now  refer,  of 
'*  his  annotations  on  Ifaiah,  mud  have  been  a  dif- 
**  fcrent  people  from  thofe  mentioned  by  him  with 
**  fuch  contempt  in  his  epiftle  to  St.  Auftin,  and 
"  defcribed  by  Eplphanius.  The  Nazarenes  here 
**  mentioned  by  St.  Jerom,  held  the  Scribes  and 
*'  Pharifees  in  deteftation,  their  traditions  in  con- 
**  tempt,  and  the  apoftle  St.  Paul  hi  high  veticra- 
**  tion."  Now  I  fee  no  intimation  iri  this  paflage, 
of  there  being  any  other  kinds  of  Nazarenes,  or 
Jcwifli  chriftians,  befides  fuch  as  Paul  found  at  Je- 
rufaiem  in  his  laft  journey  thither,  the  more  intelli- 
gent of  them  being  his  friends,  and  rejoicing  in  the 
iuccefs  of  his  preaching.  But  even  his  greateft  ene- 
mies muft  have  admitted,  that  the  knowledge  of 
chriftianity  was  extended  by  his  means,  which  is  all 
that  Jerom  feys  of  the  Nazarenes  in  this  place.  As 
to  the  traditions  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  we  read* 
of  no  Jewifli  chriftians  who  did  not  hold  them  in 
contempt. 

3.  Allowing  both  that  the  Hebrews  believing  in 
Cbrijt  and  the  Nazarenes  were  different  people,  and 
that  the  former  were  completely  orthodox,  it  will 
not  follow  that  there  was  a  church  of  them  at  Je- 
rufalem,  which  is  the  thing  that  you  contend  for. 

"  On  thefe  foundations,'*  however,  you  fay,  p.  5  r, 

«*  which  a  ftronger  arm  than  Dr.  Prieftley's  Ihall  not 

••  be  5rf>lc  to  tear  up^  ftands  the  church  of  orthodox 

3  "  Jcwifti 
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**  Jcwifli  chriftians  at  Jcrufaletn,  to  which  tie  ^ 
**  fertors  of  the  catholic  faith  will  not  fcnipk  © 
**  appeal,  in  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  ihdr  do&mtn 
*'  whatever  ofFencc  the  very  mcntioa  of  tjic  unto- 
*'  dox  church  at  Jcrufalem  may  give  to  the  eai^ 
**  Hcrefiarch/V 

Alas!  thefc  ne^  fmndamns^  being.  Eke  de 
former,  built  upon  the  fand,  are  alfo  compleldj 
fwept  away,  I  will  add>  that  he  muft  be  a  boUki 
man  than  he  that  rebuilt  Jericho,  who  fliall  itoiEfl 
to  reftorcthem. 


But  this  is  not  the  only  paflage  in  Jeroiii  to 
you  appeal.  You  alfo  fay,  p*  5S,  that  **  he  mai 
**  tions  Kazarencs  who  held  the  docfarinc  of  cor 
*'  Lord's  divinity.  For,  by  an  cxpoGtioQ  of  Tfp^K 
'*  viii,  I  J,  14.  ^hich  St.  Jerom  afcribes  to  dKii3.k 
"  appears  that  thejr  acknowledged  in  Chrift  tte 
"  irsx^  rvfrv  [the  Lord  of  Hofe]  of  the  OldTcf^ 
«c  um^nt/'  For  any  thing  iike  a  ihadow  of  a 
proof  of  this  moft  extraordinary  aflenioa,  I  a  kmig 
time  looked  in  vain,  and  thought  tiie  refaiace 
muft  have  been  mifprinted  ;  but  at  length,  coiifi- 
dcring  what  kind  of  a  reafoner  I  had  to  do  wkl^  I 
bcl  eve  1  difcovcrcd   your  real  ideas  on  tlic  fuJh 

The  pr^^^f :  ^^^"^  (ch.  viii.  13,  14/^  !^^rrff-^  th 
Lcrd  cf  Hcjts  tnmjcir,  amd  Ut  him  kt  ytmr  ftmr^  g^ 
tit  bim  itycMT  drrad\  and bijtall ie  f§r  ^/smSmMrji 
ha  fur  mftam  ^f^^wmiJwg^  aifm-  s  net  Bf^frn^ 
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io  both  tbt  boufcs  of  Ifracl,  for  a  gin  andforafnart 
to  the  inbahiUnts  ofjerujalem. 

In  his  commentary  on  this  paflage,  Jerom  fays, 
"  the  Nazarenes  (who  fo  received  Chrift,  as  not  to 
**  abandon  the  obfcrvance  of  the  old  law)  interpret 
«*  thefe  two  houfes  of  Sammai  and  Hillel,  from  whi(ih 
"  arofc  the  fcribcsand  pharifees,  &c.  and  that  thefe 
*•  were  the  two  boufts  which  did  not  receive  the 
•*  Saviour,  who  was  to  them  for  a  deftruftion  and 
"  an  offence  ♦.*' 


Jerom,  however,  does  not  make  the  inference 
that  you  do,  viz.  that  b::caufe  the  Nazarenes 
thought  that  this  prophecy  referred  to  the  times  of 
Chrift,  and  to  his  rejedion  by  the  fcribes  and  phari- 
fees, they  believed  Chrift  to  be  the  Lori  of  Hqfts. 
They  only  call  him  tbo  Saviour^  meaning,  probably 
a  perfon  fpetking  and  ading  by  authority  from 

*  Dual  domoi  Nazarei  (qoi  ica  Chriftum  recipiant  ut  ob- 
ftrvacioncs  legis  veceris  non  amicunc)  daat  familias  incerprc- 
iaotur  Samai  et  Hillel,  ex  quibus  orti  fant  fcribar  et  pharf- 
£ei,qaOrum  fufcepit  fcholam  Axibas,  queo  magi  Arum  Aqui- 
1m  profclid  autumant,  et  pod  cum  Meir;  cui  fucceflsc  Johan- 
.  aea,  filioi  Zacharxi*  et  poft  can  Bliczcr,  et  per  ordioeoi  DeU 
phon,  et  rurfuon  Jofeph  Galilasus,  et  ufque  ad  captivhatem 
Hierofalem  JoAie.  Samai  igitor  et  Hillel,  noE  multo  priat 
qnam  dominot  nafceretar  orti  Ainc  in  Ja3)Mi«  quorum  prior 
d^Mior  interpreutur,  iequent  pr*pkMnui ;  eo  quod  per  tradi- 
tmiet  ct  /cvIffa^-fK  fiiat,  legia  prccepta  diffipaveriat  atque 
jsaciilaverint.  Et  kas  cfle  Juas  d^mus^  quae  falvatorcm  non 
receperiot»  qui  fadut  fit  eia  in  ruioam  et  in  fcaodalum* 
Opcrai  vol.4,  p.  32. 

D  God, 
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^■titt  maEcf  Kfefisd  by  t&a£  vlio  ir- 
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:  bc&  of  dsi»  w^icfr  win  prace  a  gro:  dot 
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r,  CBtt  tltiS  tCOCC  OC    IdTTfRl- 

If  dr  £«<  L  c  7Bl«a«4,  ^  Ji^ 
tsasttaric  fjjcm/Muus.  to  yi*ttnrf^^ft. 
iMKty  fi»  odU,  be  Ue  Sn,  k  will  be  «B«;»A  ■ 
fcrf  Or  KttW^  ^  «JKK  IB  lie  OU  Ti 
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Thn  f  Htt  rmMfinl  dl  dc 
W  |f  faaimjTg,  cks  foa  fare  prodcccd  far  de 
«riibcs  ce  1  «&an:&  of  of^odox  Jc«i& 

jcnraxA  jfiKT  cte  QHK  of  .AttBB^     i 
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Thus  again  ends  this  church  of  orthodox  Jcwilh 
chriftians  at  Jerul'alem,  planted  by  Moflieim,  and 
deftroyed  by  the  too  copious  watering  of  the  Arch- 
deacon of  St.  Albans. 

t  am,  &c« 


L    E    T    t    E    R  V. 

Of  the  Miraculous  Conception. 

Rev.  Sir, 

YOUR  Sermon  on  tbe  Incarnation  ought  to  be 
confidered  as  making  part  of  our  contro- 
▼crfy ;  and  indeed  it  might  with  more  propriety 
have  been  entitled  a  Difcourfe  againft  myfelf,  as  you 
have  contrived  to  introduce  into  it  refleftions  on 
every  opinion  that  I  have  at  any  time  advanced, 
that  you  could  think  would  make  me  appear  in  an 
obnoxious  light.     But  for  this  I  am  not  furry  ;  be- 
caufe  the  more  thofe  opinions  are  kept  in  view,  the 
{boner  will  the  horror  they  at  firft  infpire  go  off. 
.  In  time  mankind  will  be  Icfs  offended  at  them,  and 
may  come  to  approve  what  they  now  diflike.     As 
CO  mere  abufCy  in  which  light  only  thofe  refledlions 
can  be  confidered  as  they  appear  in  this  Sermon,  I 

D  2  chink 
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With  rcfpcia  to  the  imp^rimug  q£  the 
you  Cty^  p*  jt  tbatj  '^  as  an  ankle  of  tbc  dsmt^ 
*'  faith,  it  is  evidcnilf  the  fouodatiofi  of  the  wWb 
"  diftinftion  bctwceti  the  cbaractcrot  Chrift,  m  tk 
**  COTdUion  of  a  man,  and  that  ofmsf  oiha  pKh 
**  ph«.  Had  the  conception  of  Jefus  been  in  tfc 
*'  natural  way,  had  be  been  the  miic  of  Mary*! 
**  marriage  with  her  huffaand^  his  inccrcotjrfc  with 
"the  Deity  could  have  bcrn  of  no  other  kind  chn 
"  the  nature  of  any  other  man  migbc  hare  cfjttzUy 

*^  admitted, and  how  it  fnould  difitr  f pw  9.) 

*'  ottierwifc  than  in  the  degree  of  licqueftcy 
*'  and  inrimacy,  it  will  not  bcedfy  to  MpJain,  odcfe 
**  wc  adhere  n>  the  faith  traofmiltcd  to  u%  from  the 
*'  primitive  ages,  and  believe  that  the  eternal  WQidt 
*'  who  was  in  the  bcginmng  with  God,  and  wai 
'•God,  fa  joined  to  hiosfeli  the  hoiy  thing  whch 
*•  waa  formed  in  Mary's  woml^  th^  the  two  m* 
3          -  '*  tiirc% 
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**  tures,  from  the  commencement  of  the  virgin's 

•*  conception,  made  one  perfon Jefus,  accord- 

**  ing  to  the  primitive  dodrine,  was  fo  united  to 
*'  the  ever  living  word,  that  the  very  cxiftence  of 
*^  the  man  confided  in  this  union.'* 

"  It  was,"  you  fay,  p.  11/^  clearly  the  doftrine  of 
"  holy  writ,  and  nothing  clfe,  which  the  Fathers  af- 
"  fcrted,  in  terms  borrowed  from  the  fchools  of  phi-* 
**  lofpphy,  when  they  affirmed^  that  the  very  prin- 
^'  ciple  of  perfonality  and  individual  exigence  in 
*^  Mary's  fon,  was  union  with  the  uncreated  word. 
"  A  dodrine  in  which  the  miraculous  conception 
"  would  have  been  implied,  had  the  thing  not  been 
•'  recorded ;  fincc  a  man  conceived  in  the  ordinary 
**  way  would  have  derived  the  principles  of  his  ex- 
*•  iftencc  from  the  mere  phyfical  powers  of  gencra- 
**  tion.  Union  with  the  divine  nature  could  not 
**  have  been  the  principle  of  an  cxiftence  phyfically 
•*  derived  from  Adam  •,  and  that  intimate  union  of 
**  God  and  man  in  the  Redeemer's  perfon,  which 
"  the  fcriptures  (b  clearly  aflcrt,  had  been  a  phyfical 
•*  impoflibility." 

You  add,  p.  13,  "On  the  other  hand,  it  were 
**  not  difficult  to  (hew,  that  the  miraculous  concep- 
**  tion,  once  admitted,  naturally  brings  up  after  it 
*•  the  great  doftrines  of  the  atonement,  and  the  in- 
•'  carnation." 

Tochefe  uncouth  iflertions,  expreflfcd  in  ian- 
guageucterlyunintcliigible^and  equally  unwarramsd 

Ds  by 
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by  fcriptoix,  or  reatba,  I  fluH 
reply.     Hi  tbci  cam  nttim 
ibm.      I  fhali  otilf  obfervi^  m 
ftioutd  profcfs  myfelf  aa  uppoacoc 
of  chc  oitraculous  cooocpocn,  I  coKiSd 
a  fulkr  rcfucariofi  of  ir,  tfa 
prove  that  th^fc  very  jbfiml 
fay^    necdEirily  dqieiid   upon    k.      F 
thai  if  Chrift  had   To  CTtiMMiBMii    a 
tation  with  God,  tn  coo^tfyoicr  of  hi^ 
fathtr,  what  mud  have  been  the  cife 
who  hid  ocicber  father  nor  ottiks'? 


"^KfTi  you  fh  "  '7  *  ::  I  hsmc 
this  fubjeS,  in  the  fourth  volume  of  nsr  H^^wj  sf 
early  Opinicnj  cciucrmng  Ckrijt^  yen  wiil  b^  Jxs2t 
qualified  to  write  about  it  thin  yo?a  w^sr  j£  cat  trsc 
of  compofing  this  Sermoo.  This  Hz^jwy  roa  so- 
nically,  p.  12,  call  my  great  wo^jl^  r^ci^^^^g  it 
twice  in  capitals.  This  vcM^k^  wkicSi  cs  e^stw  c^^kc 
thc^blic,  and  may  be  in  your  haiK^  jxsq  ase  vd- 
come  to  treat  irooicallyr  o^  i^iooOy,  as  poa  pSp-«^ 
But  you  will  lead  many  ofyoor  rc&dcrs  ts>  coocisKSe^ 
that  I  had  myfeif  called  it  zgrtiSt  m^rk^  wimej&  I  do 
DOC  recoUcii  that  I  have  my  mbts^  c&Lkd  k  idoic 
than  a  i^^  isr^i,  which  does  ooc  imply  fi>  gmr> 
vanity  as,  in  p.  8c,  ycu  a&ribe  to  CBe.  If  tiszt 
work,  (bould  ibuid  its  ground  agamri  t^  &eice  ac* 
tic!jLs  of  the  Arcbdeaci^  of  Sc  Albsms^  the  feanxd 
JProfcfibr  of  Arabic  at  Oxfofd,  the  cnore  iearaed 
'Mr«  Howes  of  Norwich,  aad  the  ochcr  kanaed  cr* 
I  citocuix 
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thodox  divines,  at  home  and  abroad,  whofeVnimad- 
verfions  it  openly  challenges,  it  may  dcfervc  a  more 
honourable  epithet  than  I  have  yet  given  it.  At 
prefent  it  is  only  a  candidate  for  the  approbation 
•f  thofe  who  arc  proper  judges  of  its  merit. 


I  am,  &c. 


L    E     T    T    E    R       VI, 

MifceUanequs  Articles.    .   ■ 

Re  V.    S  I  R, 

WERE  I  difpofed  to  indulge  myfelf  in  no- 
ticing all  the  ftrange  positions,  and  incon* 
dufive  reafonings,  with  which  your  Remarks  abound^ 
I  ihould  make  a  much  larger  work  than  I  fear  nfiy 
readers  would  care  to  look  through.  Having,  therc^ 
fore,  abundantly  refuted  every  thing  on  which  you 
^ourfelf  pretend  to  lay  the  moft  ftrels,  I  (hall  b4 
very  ftxort  in  my  remarks  on  other  things^  to  which, 
however,  you  ftrongly  folicit  my  attention. 


D4 


I.  At 


^ETTERS 

L 

As  to  my  canftrodion  of  ibe  pp^agi  m  Jihm- 
fiMS^  w€  are  ibfficiemty  come  lo  an  ifluc.  Im 
fully  £uisfied  with  what  I  have  advmaced  in  foppaa 
of  ic^  luid  have  ooching  to  add  s  and^  conioi^Dl- 
oufly  as  you  treat  it,  p*  ^c,  1  Ihould  not  fed  myMi 
diTpofcd  to  diftruft  it  on  that  account,  even  if  I  hi 
HOC  the  concurrence  of  fuch  names  as  Beatifobfc  wi 
Dr.  Lardntf  in  my  favour.  I  do  not  know  that  yoa 
can  produce  the  name  of  any  writer  whatever  io  fi^ 
VQUr  of  your  interpretation.  j 

With  refpefl  to  ibi  parages  f ram  Chry/qfi^m^  p^ 
will  find  in  my  larger  ivgrk  (if  you  ilicuid  con- 
defcend  tp  look  into  fuch  a  quanuty  oi  unfinifikd  &- 
terature)  that  your  conflrudion  of  his  ine^ning  is 
contradi&td  by  himfelf.  Vou  your&lf^  however, 
acknowledge  all  that  I  wantj  when  you  fay,  p.  32, 
^^  the  apoftles  firft  taught  what  was  caficft  to  be 
^^  learned,  and  went  on  to  higher  points,  as  the 
*^  minds  of  their  catechumens  became  able  to  bear 
<rtbetn.*V  Foi^  in  reality*  iti^Dakes  no  dtfltieiice 
fnom  whatev^  jvfl^rvf  it  was  tiuc  the  apoftlca  did 
itot  cbufe  10  tcath  the  dodrine  of  Chriil's  divimcy, 
or  of  the  trinity.  If  chriftians  were  not  iaagh 
tboic  dodoes,  they  ccuM  not  imov^  them,  and 
(xinfequeatly  th^y  muft  have  heeo  tinitariMs,  ciH 
Ihey  were  io^iSted  ia  them  ;  and  thi^  as  aU  the 
P^^s  %i  W4tff)Q(;  till  the  (niUk»cm 
cf  John. 

Th« 
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The  learned  and  judicious  Mr.  Bafnage,  though 
a  trinitarian,  very  frankly  acknowledges,  thatChrift 
found  the  Jews  in  utter  ignorance  of  the  divinity  of 
their  Meffiah,  that  his  objed  was,  "  to  accuftom 
**  them  infenfibly  to  a  myftery  fo  much  above  their 
**  reafon,  and  forefecing  that  the  church  would  revolt 
"  againft  it."  Chryfoftom,  he  fays,  has  fuccccded 
in  maintaining  this.  Hift.  dts  Juifs.  L.  v.  cap.  ix. 
f.3. 

IIL 

You  are  plealed  to  ridicule  my  Logic^  ?•  13>  ^ 
confounding  beingy  fuhftance^  and  fubjiratumj  and 
•you  find  me  *'  unapprizcd  of  that  great  principle, 
^  without  which  a  logician  will  handle  his  tools  but 
*^  aukwardly«  that  the  genus  cannot  be  predicated 
**  of  the  fpccific  differences."  1  cannot  tell  where 
you  learned  this  curious  logic,  with  which  I  ac- 
knowledge I  am  utterly  unacquainted  $  and  I  ima^ 
Kine  it  is  equally  unknown  to  common  fenfe.  For, 
••ccording  to  it,  fince  men  are  divided  into  fFhiies 
and  Blacks  J  &c.  &c.  and  the  Whites  may  be  fubdi- 
Tided  into  thofe  of  Europe  and  Afia,  &c.  and  the 
Blacks  into  the  Negroes  of  Africa,  and  other  diftind 
ipeciet  in  other  parts  of  the  world,  it  would  folknr, 
ihK  it  cannot  with  propriety  be  faid  of  any  particn- 
lar  Whites  or  Blacks,  that  they  are  men^  aad  it 
woukl  be  ftill  lefs  proper  to  fay  that  they  are  um- 
mali  or  creatures,  and  leaft  of  ail  that  they  are 
hn^y  that  18,  that  they  have  any  exiftence  at  ail^ 
However,  it  is  unufually  modeft  in  you,  to  aliov 
that  even  great  men  have  fallen  into  the  fame  error 

with 
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with  myCift  '*  m  fbppoGiig 
**  grtiQi,  uadcr  wliidi  ^  ocfacr 
^  dcs."     I  nm  coocrai  to  cfafr 
mciij  groiier,  ai  joa  bf^  ^^^^a 


I 


IT- 

I  zm  partlculirif  imtiftd 

pfcfuTucd  ttiK  1  am  bcHer 
And  yet,  in  coorradictioo  m  «hic  1  aftned,  ad 
fo  whac  I  am  confiioit  cr^  cfi&Bilig  vM-; 
tcr,  of  anf  deiwHOioaaM  wlstte^ci'^  w31  jcfc:^^ 
ledge  ta  be  mic^  yoa  bigdf  mamriiii^  pL  63.  dc 
**  Calvkiifm  b  aknolt  exdoguKbcd  naoa^  m^ 
Howirver,  I  the  kfs  wonder  it  jotv  ^gnrBMTft 
snaint  fidi  when  jou  lb  pcrcmpcorily  link  ml 
Tctpett  CO  m^dirm  §Mis^  a'^gumg  on  t^  qiqS  faj]]. 
cioos  pnnciplcs,  and  oeglcdin^y  or  dei|M&^  ^ 
funrtl  and  the  moft  cafily  aco^iible  £baraa  ctf  si» 
forimtioci.  1  liocereif  wUb,  tbj£  die  rmtmmJ  D^ 
finiers  were  more  Dumerous  than  they  air  i  liiE  tk 
fmallocfs  of  ilicir  norabcr,  cocnporcd  to  c&tt  rf 
ilic  CaJviniftic  diBentcrs,  is  a  ckar  proof  of  the  rmrii 
of  my  general  maxicn,  that  great  bodies  do  00c  Jbaa 
change  their  opinions  i  lod  tbat  majdm  affords  the 
ftrongcli  prefumptton  that  the  body  of  chriftiacs, 
hivmg,  according  to  the  ackaowkt^ciiiaic  of  aU  die 
Faihers,  been  at  firft  unitariaDS,  could  noc  fooQ  be- 
come trinitirians.  Accordingly ,  there  ait  tbedoicft 

tanans  for  feveral  centuries. 


V.  You 


rN, 
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V. 

You  have  taken  great,  but  unneceffary  pains,  te 
prove  that  the  places  in  which  Mr.  Lindfcy  and 
'myfclf  officiate,  are  properly  conveftliclesy  p.  72,  be- 
caufe  we  who  preach  in  them  are  not  authorifed  by 
law.  It  is  a  matter  of  little  confequence  by  what 
name  they  are  called,  fince,  even  in  the  word  and 
mod  obnoxious  fenfc  of  the  term,  as  places  unau-- 
tborifed  by  law,  the  apoftles  generally  preached  in 
conventicles. 

I  Ihould  think,  however,  that  if,  by  any  accident, 
an  unauthorifed  diflcnting  minifter,  like  myfclf, 
fhould  preach  in  aparijh  churchy  it  would  nor,  on 
that  account,  become  a  conventicle,  and  require  re- 
confecration.  And  if  not,  neither  does  the  build- 
ing in  which  I  officiate,  being  iicenfed  according  to 
law,  and  therefore  in  itfelf  no  conventicle,  become 
one  in  confequence  of  my  preaching  in  it. 

VL 

You  have  a  whole  chapter  on  the  general  fpirit  of  ' 
Wf  controverfial  writings,  in  which  you  take  much 
pains  to  exhibit  me  as  a  man  whofe  defigns  are 
hoftile  to  my  country,  and  who  has  no  precenfion 
to  the  character  of  zgood  cbriJUan,  or  a  goodfubjeS. 
I  rejoice  that  I  am  reproached  on  this  account,  as 
I  am  confcious  that  it  is  unmerited,  and  (hall  only 
obfcrve,  that  the  fame  things,  and  on  the  very  fame 
grounds,  were  faid  of  Luther,  and  may  be  faid  of 
any  man  who  Ihall  endeavour  to  reform  any  thing 

that 


44 


LETTERS    TO     THE 


that  he  finds  eftabli{hed  in  the  country  in  ^h'chbe 
15  born.  For  it  is  impoITibk  thac  any  man  &mi 
wijh  for  a  new  and  better  flate  of  dzLiJigs,  mt^^ 
mifhins  for  an  akeration  of  the  old  aoi  w^:k  Si2; 
ud  if  he  nia)^  on  this  accouot  be  dfnox^iU!r::a: 
rnemy  to  the  country  in  which  that  gI  J  arid  hoc! 
ftatc  prc\*ails,  a  phyQciao  mufl:,  on  the  lime  pnfi- 
ciple,  be  deemeJ  the  enemy  of  his  paiirni.  vb^i 
tiitorders  he  wiihc&  to  cure»  -od  efpccUi^r  IL  h  cf- 
dcr  to  it*  he  has  recourfc  to  unpteai'iog  rcoittifo. 

At  the  fame  tirac  that  you  prQfcf>  the  atiid 
waod^r^Ctm^  ycu  csnnat  ccriCcal  ye-ar  izzT^t  w^fte 
for  :ht  \  i^t:\T-nz^Qi  { in^j  arJ /r:w^:  j-  -"  -/  j^  -/-- 
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v^ould  yourfcif  think  ihe  interference  of  civil  power 
very  proper. 

Confiding,  however,  in  the  good  fcnfc  and  mo- 
deration of  my  countrymen  in  general,  though  not 
in  that  of  the  clergy  in  particular,  I  (hall  perfift  in 
ufing  that  liberty  which  the  laws  ought  to  give  mc. 
XJnitarianifm  has  flourrftcd  very  well,  as  you  al- 
low, in  perfecution.  Let  the  experiment  be  fairly 
made,  and  we  (hall  fee  whether  it  will  not  flourifh 
as  well  in  that  ftate  of  perfcrft  freedom,  which  the 
generous  temper  of  the  times  gives  us. 

In  a  fpirit  very  different  from  the  general  profcf- 
iions  quoted  above,  you  cannot  forbear  to  infinuate, 
that  my  defigns  arc  truly  alarming,  to  the  ftate, 
and  fay,  p.  82,  **  If  Dr.  Prieftlcy  ever  (hould  at- 
•*  tempt  to  execute  the  fmalleft  part  of  what  he 
**  would  now  bcunderftood  to  tlireaterr,  it  may  then 
**  be  expedient  that  the  magiftiare  fhould  fliew  that 
**  he  beareth  not  the  fword  in  vain.^ 

You  fay,  p.  83,  "  Let  us  truft  for  the  prefent,  as 
•*  we  fecurely  may,  to  the  trade  of  the  good  town 
**  of  Birmingham,  and  to  the  wife  connivance  of 
**  the  magiftrate  (who  watches,  no  doubt,  while  he 
•*  deems  it  politic  to  wink)  to  nip  Dr.  Prieftley's 
**  goodly  projefts  in  the  bud ;  which  nothing 
«*  would  be  fo  likely  to  ripen  to  a  dangerous  efFedi, 
•^as  conftraint  cxccffively  or  unfcafonably  ufed. 

''  Thinks, 


I 


**  Tban&i*  bowrrcr,  are  due  co  Um  fmm  al)  kmfi 
«  of  ihcir  cocerry,  for  die  mifdiicf  wbkh  he  wmu 
**  not  ibe  tncKnuioo  to  do,  if  he  co-iId  fmi  tre 
^  ibe  meaat  of  domg  tt.  la  graticiide*s  elBniitbo, 
•*  tbc  will  is  ever  to  be  taken  for  the  deed/'  Whst 
ik  rM  bi3t  fafingv  cbac  k  v^ould  be  wife  and  ri^ 
to  mp  sy  pfojc^b  even  in  the  bud,  if  there  wis 
soy  prt^fped  of  mr  lucceeding  in  them  ?  And  wbi 
could  A  BociQcr  or  a  Gankner  iay  oiore  ?  Tbey 
voold  pever  have  burned  men  a  lire,  tf  it  had  tiot 
been  to  i^rcTem  what  ihty  though:  to  be  mjctiij.  ' 
Indeed,  Sir*  you  do  not  know  ivhai  fpirit  ytw 
mn  of  ^ 

"*        . 

B;3l  toy  projf^  are  nnore  than  in  the  bul.  I 
tm  ^t  this  very  time  aftually  executing  all  that  I  ] 
would  be  undcrllood  to  threaten,  or  ever  have 
threatened.  I  am  endeavouring,  by  ail  the  means 
in  my  power,  to  roufc  the  attention  of  thinking 
men  in  this  country  to  the  corrupt  Hate  of  the  re- 
ligion that  is  eftabiiflied  in  it,  and  efpecially  to 
convince  them  of  the  mifchievous  tendency  of  wor- 
fliipping  Chrift  as  a  God,  when  chriftianiry  diP 
claims  all  knowledge  of  any  other  God  than  one, 
and  that  the  God  and  Falber  of  Cbrifl\  being  confi- 
dent that  when  this  is  effccfed  (and  towards  this  con- 
fiderable  progrefs  is  vifibly  making  every  day,  and 
it  has  met  with  no  obflruSion  fincc  the  commence- 
ment of  this  controverfy)  not  only  will  the  prcfcnt 
forms  of  trinitarian  worfhip  be  aboliftied,  but  my 
countrymen  will  then  thank  me,  and  my  friends, 

for 
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for  what  we  may  have  contributed  towards  fo  glo- 
rious 2i  revolution.  Till  this  be  aftualiy  efFefted, 
you  will  naturally  call  our  attempts  rebellious.  In 
the  mean  time,  convince  our  governors,  if  you  can, 
that  the  country  will  fuffer  in  its  wealth,  population, 
power,  &c.  &c,  by  the  people  becoming  unitarians 

Whatever  you  may  infinuate  to  the  contrary,  the 
real  nature,and  fuUextentof  my  views  (which  I  carry 
on  in  obedience  to  a  greater  power  than  any  in  this 
world)  mighj  eafily  be  fcen  by  yourfclf,  cfpecially 
in  my  lace  Obfervations  on  freedom  of  inquiry  in 
matters  of  religion.  There  you  might  alfo  have  k^a 
that  thc.dreadful  engine^  by  means  of  which  I  hope 
to  accomplifh  my  dangerous  defigns,  xsfreedif 
€uJJionj  or  controverfy^ — an  obftmate  controverfy, 
in  which  much  reft^  but  I  hope  no  livesy  will  be 
loft — much  inky  but  no  bloody  will  be  fpilled ;  and 
in  this  I  confider  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans, 
Mr,  White,  Mr.  Howes,  and  all  my  opponents,  as 
my  coadjutors ;  for  without  fuch  concurrence,  no 
controverfy  could  be  carried  on.  But  **  the  weapons 
•*  of  our  warfare  are  not  carnal," 

To  yourfelf.  Sir,  in  particular,  the  world  is  in- 
debted for  whatever  there  may  be  of  value  in  my 
large  Hijiory  of  early  opinions  concerning  Cbrijt. 
por  without  the  link  chat  you  put  into  the  chain 
of  caufes  and  effeils^  mechanically  operating  in  my 
mind,  the  very  idea  of  that  work  would  not,  I  be- 
lieve, have  occurred  to  me.   And  I  truft  that  a  fire 

ftill 
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ftill  more  dcftroaiTc  to  cfiw  mnd  fuj 
c«mic«)iiefifl7  to  ill  cbe  ccckfijIUcal 
bi  tbe  wof  Id,  which  zit  btiik  upcm  and  promoenjsni 
wiU  be  taifed  by  the  cancumncc  of  your  f\  ■fcii'Hr 
p«m  IB  Uovuig  up  the  Bsroc  of  tins  coatnmjffi 
miith  wiU  cQt»  1  tiiilt,  be  extii^imllied,  tMl  madtt 
cfi&ully  mimcrcd. 

Left  you  fiicnildigua  rtUpfe  iofo  your  uiroaJ 
iodolncrof  ejii^fff  n^JK^^i,  Cfm&ier  chat  liic  ^tx 
dsQger  on  which  joo.  Sir,  fifft  Ibundrd  cht  alma 
|k1  Mr.  WMte  kas  foandcd  d^  faou  of  bcde 
UK  lottder)  is  now  moie  thrcaiei 
I  oopt  th^  yoQ  Sid  your  bfcoif^Q  wiB  b^W 
dRp  ^  fpirit  which    hrrarhcd  in   ymir 

flmild  lOiiii  of  focr  ixdoor,  1  UuU  hear 
limn  ic 


^ 


^  Tlie  rtftk6  ^3iikof  fcqxkHxD  wil]  fi^gcft  <^ 
^  ficuk»  in  tbr  frftsn,  and  crettc  dodbtrs  jfaooc 
^  dc  p&rr^rulais  of  tbc  cbnfiian  dodxiBr:  cfifi* 
^oakxs  ui  he  Aaooird  and  doubes  mm^  be 
•^  usbBcti  Bui  ibovc  all,  the  icropies  taUt  be 
•*  cvxr^j^c  wiac&  t^  icuucmuiS  of  a  b&  pbi- 
^  k£:i^  >  pxi'oaJiyi  xs  tbcr  air  ia  die  picfeaC 
^  j^  rr  jcc^a  »>  kfe  Knuoi^r  ^the  gsxxd  paMf 

•*  .^  <-rc:i ,  jr:2::3c:^MCs»  w2I  be  too  ^c  to  lasi  ia 
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**  is  the  fcrvicc  to  which  they,  whom  the  indulgence 
**  of  providence  hath  releafcd  from  the  more  labo- 
**  rious  office  of  the  priefthood,  ftand  pec  uliarly  en- 
•*  gaged.  To  them  their  more  occupied  brethren 
^*  have  a  right  to  look  up  in  thefe  emergencies,  for 
*'  fupport  and  fuccour  in  the  common  caufe.  It  is 
'*  for  them  to  ftand  forth  the  champions  of  the  com- 
**  mon  faith,  and  the  advocates  of  their  )rder.  Ic 
'*  is  for  them  to  wipe  off  the  afperfion  injurioufly 
'^  caft  upon  the  fons  of  the  eftablifhment,  as  unin* 
**  formed  in  the  true  grounds  of  the  doftrine  which 
*•  they  teach,  or  infinccre  in  the  belief  of  it.  To 
*•  this  duty  they  are  indifpenfably  obliged  by  their 
^  providential  exemption  from  work  of  a  harder 
**  kind.  It  is  the  proper  bufinefs  of  the  ftation 
^'  which  is  allotted  them  in  Chrift's  houfhold.  And 
^  deep  will  be  their  flume,  and  infupporubic  their 
••  punilhmcnt,  if,  in  the  great  day  of  reckoning, 
•*  it  fliould  appear  that  they  have  received  the 
••  wages  of  a  fcrvicc  which  hath  never  been  pcr- 
«  formed.*' 

If,  Sir,  you  read  the  above  as  often  as  you  ought 
to  do,  you  will  never,  in  this  very  critical  fituation^ 
Vfhcn  the  enemy  is  at  every  gate,  and  fcaling  every 
rampart  of  your  old  and  ruinous  fortrefs,  indulge 
yourfelf  in  your  fofi  couch  of  preferment,  but,  together 
mth  your  brethren,  exert  yourfelf  ^^  arts  etjocis^ 

VII. 
You  fay,  p.  78,  that,  *•  as  you  cohfidcr  this  con- 
^  Croverfy  as  refcmbling  a  ftate  of  war,  in  which  no 

fi  **  quarter 
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«« qoarccr  is  to  be  given,  or  accrpted,  jtm  thidt 
**  yourielf  at  liberty  to  ftrikc  at  your  eoemj  wiAem 
*•  rcmorfir,  in  wbiitevt-r  quaner  you  may  perceived 
"  opcniiig/*  This  fell  language  may  well  make  m 
IbikJdcr  M  my  fituaiton,  efpcciaily  as,  ia  my  kqi 
m$ri^  IX  ibis  very  time  probably  in  your  cwcl  asd 
rcmorlclcis  baiids»  there  muCt  be  many  opetiii^ 
and  your  vigilance  ia  difoovcring  them  cannot  be 
doubted*  I  trail,  however,  that  though  you  mir 
ctraw  ikmi  in  many  places,  you  will  not  be  abk  to 
reach  any  vioU  pan.  Out  of  eighteen  hundred  re- 
fcrenccs,  I  will  gladly  compound  for  eighteen  bdog 
found  defoftivet  wbcn»  of  no  more  than  ^vi  in  ihii 
pctfof  mancc  of  yours^  not  one  proves  lo  be  to  year  \ 
purpofc.  j 

As  you  have  apprized  me  of  your  relblution  to 
ftrikc  at  me  without  remorfc,  wherever  you  can 
find  an  opening,  I  may  prcfumc  that  the  parts  at 
which  you  have  aimed  your  remorfelefs  hlows^  arc 
all  that  you  thought  vulnerable.  But,  Sir,  you  arc 
not  (kilful  in  the  art  of  tormenting,  and,  like  the 
Indian  warrior,  1  will  teach  you  how  you  mig^ 
wound  mc  much  more  deeply. 

Your  chief  wifli  Is  evidently  to  represent  me  as  an 
enemy  to  the  civil  and  ecclefiaftical  conftitutioii  of 
this  country.  Now  had  you  been  better  reddi  in  my 
writings  (but  they  are  happily  too  voluminous  for 
you  to  look  through)  you  might  have  found  pallages 
more  to  your  purpofc  than  any  that  you  have  ib* 
Icftcd.  You  have  gone  back  m  £ur  as  the  yetr 
3  17^^ 
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1769,  but  you  have  overlooked  the  Sermon  which 
1  preached  on  rcfigning  my  paftoral  office  at  Leeds, 
in  i773>  ^^^  paragraph  from  which  I  Ihail  infcrt 
for  your  ufe  on  another  occafion. 

*•  All  who  are  intercfted  in  the  fupport  of  thefc 
*^  antic hriftian  cftabliQiments,  which  ufurp  an  undue 
*•  authority  over  the  confciences  of  men,  and  whofe 
*'  wealth  and  power  arc  advanced  by  them,  arc  at 
•*  this  very  time  in  a  ftate  of  general  confternation, 
^^  both  at  home  and  abroad  ;  feeing  their  principles 
**  and  maxims  univerfally  decried,  and  their  unjuft 
•*  claims  affailed  from  a  great  variety  of  quarters, 
•*  fo  that  their  kingdom  is  now  full  of  darknefs^  and 
••  they  are  gnawing  their  tongues  for  pain,  but  with* 
**  cut  repenting  of  their  deeds."  Rev.  xvi,  10, 
&c.  &c.  &c. 

VIII. 
*  As  you  talk,  p.  15,  of"  culling  the  flowers  of 
**  my  compofition,"  i  fhall,  in  return,  prtfcnt  you 
with  fome  of  your  own.  If  they  pleafe  fo  much 
when  feparate,  what  mull  be  their  beauty  and  ft'a* 
.grancc  when  united  ? 

'^  Infufficienc  antagonifl:,  p.  x  \  confident  igno- 
•'  raoccy  fiery  refcntment,  violent  invcftivc,  and 
«•  fiercencfs  of  wrath,  p.  ij  incompetency  in  the 
*'^  fubjeft,  fraudulent  trick,  meant  to  be  put  upon 
**  the  public,  but  not  on  Dr.  Horfley,  p.  9 ;  unfi- 
^<  niihcd  erudition,  Ihallow  criticifm,  weak  argu* 
'^  ment,  unjuftifi^^ie  art  to  cover  the  weaknefs,  and 
•*  fupply  the  want  of  argument,  p*  13;  the  vain  hi- 
.E  2  "  dignant 


"  nas  d^  ET  era-  iw  wit  be  « 
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**  tranfgreffcd  j'*  and  p.  87,  «*  From  my  youth  up, 
**  I  have  been  averfc  to  ccnforious  judgment.". 
Who  then.  Sir,  can  deny  that  an  excefs  of  meeknefs 
and  moderation  forms  the  leading  feature  ia  your 
charader  ? 

Having  taken  from  me  every  moral  quality,  all 
knowledge  of  human  nature,  hiftory,  logic,  and 
every  thing  requifite  to  qualify  me  for  the  contro* 
verfy  in  which  I  have  had  the  prefumption  to  en- 
gage, together  with  the  very  elements  of  the  Greek 
language,  and  even  of  L^tin,  I  think  myfelf  happy 
that,  having  aflcrted  your  own  right  to  all  virtue, 
and  all  knowledge,  you  have  not  yet  exprefsly  de- 
nied my  ability  to  write  a  little  tolerably  intelligible 
Engliflb,  and  I  (hall  endeavour  to  make  the  belt  uie 
that  I  can  of  it,  before  the  fatal  day  Ihall  come  whea 
I  may  be  ftripped  of  tbis  alfo. 

But,  dropping  this  ftyle,  I  muft  on  one  fubjeft  be 
a  little  ferious  with  you»  You  fay,  p.  71,  that  I 
have  charged  you  with  grofs  and  wilful  mifrepre- 
fentation.  This  I  deny ;  and  if  1  have  inadvertently 
laid  any  thing  that  implies  a3  much,  I  (hall  publicly 
a(k  your  pardon.  I  mu(t,  therefore,  in(i(i:  upon 
your  maki ng  good  this  accufation.  You  repeatedly 
charge  tne  with  wilful  mifreprelentation,  but  I 
doubt  not  you  really  believe  me  to  be  that  fraudu- 
lent and  bafe  character,  which  alone  is  capable  of 
fuch  condud,  and  therefore  you  (ay  no  woife  of  me 
than  you  really  believe.  I  do  not  think  fo  ill  of 
you,  and  therefore  I  do  not  u(e  that  language  in 
£3  fpeaking 
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tjpcAing  of  fOOL. 

bdkYcddiJC  the 
dmit  Hid  tbsr  the 
beeo  mmiid  br  tbe  cat  If 
«fawSfy  &l'  Aim  vtiat  I 

in  nty  cfglgrcnth 
j^ou  &ould 

:  mull  he  |aut 


ofa  pcce  wich  cfac  body  q#  tnc  «3cit»  Kfen-  x  im 
tDC  m  niEcid  of  the  inmdodicni  oa  H>3ff.My\  jn  i 
Poctrf  *,  b  tbmcrfaing  atraOTdasirr,  jmi  aaasit 
llKxrkmg.     Alter  afaAiuig  to  fue  c&r 
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cnra  ix}€om,  ipoking  cc  me  xvtui  foemimJes  of 
rise  hft  div,  yoa  cxprrfe  2  defir^  c6ac  «*  wftiaErwy  «f 
**  infinnpcTZic  wndu  gict  orii'ti!'  mgrr,  &a2s  t  r t^ 
«*  idcif  oa  cither  Sdc  wirfi  cBc  ^rtt  wii  wrndt  wt 
•*  Ittrc  purSuK!  oo-  fiercr  ccncaaaca^  aaarr  ctex  Ir 
•*  fbcgzrsi  to  l:s  badi^  2  pxieL,"*  rar  ^rr^  ** wici 
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to  which  you  add,  that  if  /  have  any  part  in  the 
fpirit  of  a  chriftian,  I  fhall^  on  my  bended  knees» 
fay.  Amen. 

Which  of  us  has  been  aduated  by  the  bad  fpirit 
which  you  defcribe,  our  readers  will  infer,  not  from 
the  declarations  of  either  of  us,  but  from  our  gc* 
neral  temper,  conduct,  and  manner  of  writing.     If 
/  be  the  man  you  defcribe,  I  can  have  no  hope  of 
forgivenefs  at  the  awful  period  to  which  you  refer», 
unlefs  I  repent  and  reform  now.   If,  contrary  to  the 
folemn  declaration  of  your  perfect  innocence,  quoted 
above,  you  had,   when  you  wrote  this  conclufion^  a 
latent  fufpicion  that  all  had  not  been  right  on  your 
fide,  you  certainly.  Sir,  ought  to  have  paufed,  have 
carefully  revifed  what  you  had  written,  and  have 
expunged  what  you  could  not  approve.     Boafting 
of  more  chriftianity  than  you  will  allow  to  me,  you 
ought  to  teach  me,  by  your  example,  what  it  is  that 
our  religion  requires  in  thefe  cafes,  and  not  give  any 
occafion  to  an  unauthorifed  teacher  in  a  conventicle, 
to  inftruft  an  Archdeacon  of  the  church  of  England 
in  one  of  the  firil  lelTgns  in  the  chriftian  fchool. 

I  am.  Rev.  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  Servant, 

J-    PRIESTLEY* 
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TN  Mr.  Howts  !  bavc  a  much  iBorc  rejpefialikt 
X  A2k1  a  %mmmh^t  more  icmpente  aocagocal 
fhaa  die  ArcbdeXDci  of  Sc.  Albans ;  but  I  am 
T  m  ioffit  iftat  he  has  etnployed  his  iageatitcj 
kaniaig  (or,  I3>  ofe  a  ^tourice  phrafc  of  hk 
his  u!^a  if  Sfprntmlkn)  where  ncitbcr  of 
can  poOtfili  wm\  him ;  ihe  former  to  ex- 
ag  htmlelf  fiom  the  charge  of  reprefcnrmg 
loe  as  an  unbcUever,  and  the  latter,  ia  aacfnpt- 
ing  to  prjvc  that  the  body  of  the  Jews  cxpedcd 
1  God  m  their  Mefuah, 

1  do  not  reft  my  accufation  on  the  conflrudion 
of  particular  words  and   phrafes,    though    that 
would   abundantly  juftify  it.     Let   any  man  of 
common  itn^'t  read  his  Difcourfe,  and  then  fay, 
whether  one  great  objetfl  of  it  was  not  to  reprefent 
me  as  one  of  that  clafs  of  perfoos,  who  having 
formerly  been  profefled  unbelievers  in  chriftiani^ 
ty,  on  finding  that  ground  untenable,  now  only 
pnftttnd  to  believe  it,  calling  themfclves  ratioiuti 
{^rifiiffu^  whta  in  reality  they  arc  no  chriftians  at 
all.     He  has  no  occalioa  to  have  recourfe  to  his 
Waiooary  for  the  meaning  of  the  word  frelmL 

Poes 
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Does  any  man  ever  content  himfelf  with  faying 
of  another,  that  he  pretends  to  a  particular  charac- 
ter, if  he  really  thinks  that  he  has  a  juft  claim  to 
it  ?  I  fay  of  Mr.  Gibbon,  that  he  pretends  to  be  a 
believer  in  chriftianity  ;  but  then  I  mean  what,  if  I 
ufe  that  language  at  all,  I  ought  to  mean,  viz. 
that  he  only  fretends  to  believe  it,  while  he  is  art* 
fully  endeavouring  to  fap  the  very  foundations  of 
it.  The  fame  is  the  natural  inference  from  all 
that  Mr.  Howes  had  faid  with  refpeft  to  me. 

If  Mr.  Howes  really  thinks  me  to  be  a  believer 
in  chriftianity,  as  he  now  fays,  it  would  much  bet- 
ter have  become  him,  ingenuoufly  to  acknow- 
ledge his  fault,  and  to  alk  pardon  for  it.  At  pre* 
fent  his  apology  only  aggravates  his  offence. 
However,  it  affe£b  himfelf  only,  and  not  me. 
We  have  one  common  mafter  and  judge,  who 
knows  both  what  he  really  intended  by  his  ac* 
count  of  nrke,  and  what  I  am ;  and  by  his  fent- 
cncc,  and  not  by  that  of  Mr.  Howes,  I  fhall 
ftand  or  fall. 

As  to  Mr.  Howes's  attempt,  in  this  publication^ 
to  prove  that  the  body  of  the  Jewilh  nation  really 
believed  in  the  pre-exiftence  and  divinity  of  their 
Meffiah,  it  muft  appear  perfeftly  futile  to  any 
perfon  who  (hall  read  what  they  will  find,  on  that 
fubjeft  in  my  Hiftary  of  early  opinions  concerning 
Chrift.  He  will  there  find  that  even  the  chriftian 
Fathers,  eager  as  they  were  to  prcfs  the  Jenoijb 
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fmptures  Into  the  fcrvicc  of  the  doftrine  of  thrf 
trinity,  did  not  pretend  to  have  the  body  of  the 
yiwijb  nation  on  their  fide.  And  would  not  they 
have  been  as  gUd  as  Mr.  Howes  now  appears  to 
be,  to  have  found  that  belief  among  them?  What 
fome  particular  JewilTn  cabbalifts  (whofe  writings 
arc  remarkable  for  their  senjgmatical  obfcurity) 
may  have  faid,  in  a  later  period,  is  nothing  to 
the  purpofe-  To  prove  the  eafy  reception  of  the 
doftrineof  the  divinity  of  Chrilt  in  the  prinnitivc 
times,  Mr.  Howes  muft  find  the  doftrine  of  the 
divinity  of  the  MelTiah  to  have  been  the  general 
belief  of  the  Jewifh  nation  in  the  age  of  the  apof- 
tles*  The  opinion  of  fuch  a  Platonift  as  PhilOj  if 
we  could  be  furc  of  it,  can  never  pafs  for  that  of 
the  Jewilh  nation  in  general,  who  certainly  were 
Hot  Platonifts,  Jofephus  is  at  Icaft  as  good  an  au* 
thority  as  Philo;  but  is  it  probable  that  the  Jewilh 
nation,  or  the  Pharifees  in  general,  were  believers 
in  the  dodrine  of  the  tranfmigration  of  fouls, 
though  this  writer  fays  they  were?  Jofej^hus 
himfelf,  and  a  few  others,  might  believe  that 
doflrine  ;  and,  from  a  natural  bias  to  add  to  the 
refpeftability  of  our  own  party,  he  might  give  that 
reprefentation  of  the  faith  of  his  fed:  in  general. 
But  Philo  does  not  fay  that  the  Jews  in  general  in- 
terpreted tlie  fcriptures  as  he  did. 

In  my  Hiftory  Mr.  Howes  will  find  the  moft 
exprefs  teftimony,  that  the  Jews,  in  every  age, 
from  our  Saviour's  time  to  the  prefent,  were  be- 
lievers in  the  fimple  humanity  of  their  Mcfliah, 
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The  learned  of  that  nation  have  always  laughed  at 
the  pretence  of  orthodox  chriftians  to  prove  that 
their  anceftors  ever  believed  any  thing  elfe.  Let 
Mr.  Howes  get  acquainted  with  any  learned  Jews 
in  this  country,  and  they  will  give  him  the  fatif- 
faftion  rhey  have  given  me  on  this  fubjeft.  And 
IS  it  not  more  likely  that  they  fhould  know  the 
real  fentiments  of  their  countrymen,  and  of  their 
own  writers,with  which  they  are  continually  conver- 
fant,  than  we  can  pretend  to  be  ?  They  give  me 
the  ftrongeft  aflurances  that  the  belief  of  their 
Mcfliah  being  a  God,  or  that  he  pre-exifted,  nei- 
ther is  now,  nor  ever  was,  the  faith  of  any  of  their 
countrymen.  On  the  contrary,  they  hold  thefe 
doflrines  in  the  greatcfl:  abhorrence.  Since  this 
was  indifputably  the  cafe,  both  in  the  time  of  the 
chriftian  Fathers  and  at  prefenr,  let  Mr.  Howes 
Ihew  in  which  of  the  middle  ages  that  doftrine 
was  firft  introduced,  how  far  it  fpread,  and  when 
it  was  deferted  by  them.  Let  him  firft  anfwcr 
what  the  learned  Bafnage,  who  was  a  trinitarian, 
has  written  on  the  fubjeft,  and  then  I  will  confi- 
der  his  arguments. 

I  am  indeed  aftonifhed  that  neither  Dr.  Horf. 
Icy,  nor  Mr.  Howes,  (hould  fo  much  as  mention 
the  nzmc  o(  Ba/nage  in  treating  of  this  fubjeft, 
which  he  has  fo  learnedly  and  fo  ably  difcufled, 
and  who  has  fo  particularly  confidcred  what 
Cudwortby  jllliXy  and  Bull  had  advanced  upon  it- 
Jhc  charafterofMr.  Bafnage,  in  Moreri's  Dic- 
tionary 
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liontrr,  by  Le  Clerc,  is  ai  follows:  '*  MonGfor 
"  Bafnage  ctoit  vrai  jufques  dans  Ics  plus  petitcs 
**  choiis.  Sa  candcur,  la  franchife,  fa  bonne  foi, 
**  ne  paroiffcnt  pas  moins  dansfes  ouvragcs,  que 
**  la  profondeur  de  Ton  erudition,"  W  hat  will  fo* 
rcigners  fay  of  Engiiflimcn  ftill  letailing  the  ftdc 
arguments  of  the  three  writers  above  tneationed,  f 
without  any  notice  of  what  has  been  replied  to 
.them  by  fuch  a  man  as  this  ?  Notwirhfianding 
the  acknowledged  excellence  of  his  charafter, 
there  will  be  nothing  extraordinary  in  Dr,  Horf- 
ley's  reprcfenting  him  as  ^  wilful  Imr,  If  any 
ibaraBer  could  have  been  a  Security  againft  fuck 
grofs  infultj  it  would  have  been  that  of  Origcn* 

I  am  not  much  acquainted  with  the  Jewi(h  cab- 
baliltsj  except  through  the  medium  of  Bafnagc 
and  others*  and  therefore  will  not  anfwer  for  the 
meaning  of  the  writer  Mr.  Howes  quotes,  though 
it  is  of  no  fignification  what  his  meaning  wns;  but 
of  Philo  I  have  fome  knowledge  j  and  his  mean- 
jog,  I  am  confident,  Mr.  Howes  has  moftgrofsiy 
miftaken.  Referring  to  that  paflage  in  Philo> 
which  will  be  found  in  my  Hiftory,  vol.  2.  p.  8, 
he  fays,  p.  46,  that  "  the  chief,  or  mod  ancient 
^^  logos  (as  Philo  exprcflcs  himfelf)  is  likewifc 
"  fometimcs  mentioned  by  him  as  being  aftually 
"  reftdenhnxht  high  prieft  of  the  Jews,  and  even  as 
^'  being  the  very  fame  perfon  with  the  high  prieft, 
«'  as  if  they  were  blended  into  a  compound  indi- 
«'  vidual;  in  confequence  of  which  the  high^ 
%  ''  prieft 
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••  pricft  is  there  fpokcn  of,  and  declared  to  be  no 

•*  longer  a  tnan^ and  of  this  divine  logos  he 

*^  fays  alfo,  that  he  dwells  in  God.  He  goes  on 
•*  to  defcribe  this  divine  logos,  thus  united  to  the 
'*  high  prieft,  as  having  had  God  for  his  father, 
•*  and  as  being  anointed  with  oil  at  his  genera- 
*•  tion,  or  firft  government.  Since  then,  p.  49, 
^*  Philo  here  ranked  the  high  prieft  as  being  the 
•'  the  fame  with  the  divine  logos,  and  in  another 
^'  place  calls  the  divine  logos  a  high  prieft,  and 
•*  conceives  them  capable  of  forming  a  compound 
*^  individual,  it  is  plain  that  the  popular  theology 
**  had  no  objeftion  to  a  fimilar  compound,  form- 
**  ed  out  of  the  divine  logos  and  a  human  Mef- 
'*  Oah^  defcended  from  David ;  which  union  they 
''  would  naturally  fignify  under  the  idea  of  the 
*^  latter  being  anointed  Cbrift^  who  would  confe- 
^^  quently  be  tl^n  no  longer  confidered  as  mere 
«'  man:' 

Now,  nothing  can  be  more  evident,  even  to  a  no 
very  fagacious  reader,  than  that  Philo,  in  this  paf* 
fage>  is  merely  indulging  himfelf  in  one  of  his  ex-* 
travagant  allegorical  interpretations  of  fcripture; 
fuppoQng  that  what  Mofes  fays  concerning  the  bigb 
frieft  was  not  to  be  underftood  of  any  man^  but  of 
iht  PUionic  divine  logos.  This  writer  abounds  in 
fuch  ridiculous  interpretations  of  fcripture,  and  in 
ihem  he  was  too  readily  followed  by  the  chriftian 
Fathers.  But  Mr.  Howes's  interpretation  of  Philo 
11  nore  extraordinary  than  Philo's  interpreution 

of 
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of  Mofcs.  Be  fides,  can  this  fame  divine  lagcs  have 
a  proper  bypoftatkal  union  with  the  Jewifh  high 
pricll  (probably  every  JewiQi  iigh  prU'fl)  aad  with 
Jcf i:s  the  fan  of  Mary  ?  Whit  a  ftrangc  fyflcm 
will  this  make? 

Mr,  Howes*s  conft  fusion  of  the  paffage,  which 
he  has  quoted  from  1  ertulliaat  P  ^3*  is  no  Ids  wide 
of  his  purpofe.  Eat  I  ftiall  hoe  enlarge  upon  this 
topk  till  1  fee  how  Mr.  Howes  wiil  acquit  himfclf 
TH'iih  refpcd  to  what  he  has  engaged  to  do. 

If  atijr  man  can  read  the  evidence  that  I  have  pro- 
duced in   my  Hiftory,  in  favour  of  unitarianifm 
having   bcrn    the  original   fdch  of  the  chriftian 
church,  the  acknowledgments  of  the  orthodox  fa- 
lhers>  that  this  doftrine  was  lb  prevalent  among 
both  the  Jews  and  gentiles,  that  it  required  ihe 
greaieft  caution  in  the  apoftlcs  to 'teach  them  any 
mor^-  fub  ime  doftrine^  thnt  rhc  doftrines  of  the 
divinity    and    pre-exiftence    of  Chrift   were  not 
taught  with  clearncfs  and   cffeft,  except  by  Joha 
at  the  time  of  the  publication  of  his  Gofpel,  after 
that  of  the  three  others  \  that  the  cotnmon  people, 
who   were  unitarians,  were  extremely  Ihocked  at 
the  firft  propofal  of  the  dodrine  of  the  trinity  ia 
a  later  period  •,  though,  after  this,  the  triaitarians 
cxpreffed  great  contempt  and  diflikeof  the  unitarian 
do6rrinc*^  &c.  &c.  &c.  and  yet  maintain  that  there 

•  That  the  unitarians  were  atfrft  confidercd  as  np  heretiitf 
%Vi^  aftcnjuards  as  heretics,  Mr.  Howes  rcprcfeots,  p.  viii.  as 
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^^  -were  no  proper  unitarians  in  the  apoftolic  age,  and 

*  that  which  immediately  followed  it,  I  ihall  think 
-,  him  capable  of  undertaking  to  prove  that  this 
-  country  was  not  inhabited  by  Britons  before  the 

arrival  of  the  Romans ;  but  that  the  Romans  them- 
fclvcswerc  the  Aborigines  of  the  country. 

Wc  arc  promifed,  however,  abundant  evidence  of 
.  this  iinguiar  polition ;  and  as  Mr.  Howes  main* 
tains,  that  thofe  whom  I  have  called  unitarians  ia 
that  age  differed  from  the  orthodox  in  nothing 
more  than  in  fuppoGng  that  the  union  of  the  di- 
vine and  human  nature  in  Chrift  commenced  (o 
late  as  his  baptifm,  and  not  fo  early  as  at  his  con- 
ception, I  take  it  for  granted  that  wc  (hall  find  this 
mighty  difference  of  opinion  diflinftly  marked  by 
many  of  the  ancient  writers,  and  rcafons  given  why 
this  difference  with  refpcft  to  a  dale  only,  was  con- 

*  fidered  as  of  fo  much  confequence.  For  that  the  dif- 
ference was  thought  to  be  confiderablc,  and  efpc- 
cially  that  the  orthodox  doflrine  was  thought  to  be 
inuch  more  difficult  and  fublime  than  the  other,  is 
too  evident  to  be  denied.  Now  I  (hould  think 
that  it  was  quite  as  difficult  to  conceive  of  this 
hypoftatical  union  taking  place  in  a  man  full 
grown,  as  in  an  embrio  in  the  womb.  But  Mr. 
Howes  will  certainly  find  fomething  to  fay  in  fup- 


•*  an  inconfiftency  above  his  compreheniion,"  How  he  can 
imagine  this  it  above  my  compreheDfion.  But  we  fhall,  pro* 
bably,  have  fufficient  opportunity  of  explaining  ourfelvei. 

port 
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port  of  fo  fingular  and  favourite  an  hyporhcfis,  n 
that  which  he  has  adopted ;  and  1  aoi  willing  ta 
wait  his  time. 

In  the  mean  time  it  is  a  particutar  fatisfaftion  to 
me  that  this  difcuOion  is  at  length  undertaken  by 
Mr.  Howes,  who  is  unquefuonably  a  fcholar,  and 
i^ho  is  at  the  fame  time  fo  expeditious  in  his  mo- 
tions I  as  we  fhall  now  fee  all  that  can  be  produced 
againft  my  argument,  and  the  learned  will  not  long 
be  in  fufpenfc  with  rcfpe^  to  it.  And  then  I  hope 
it  will  appear  that  Mr.  Howes  is  greatly  miftakea 
in  his  affertion*  that  no  good  ever  arofc  from  con- 
trover fy-  But  if  thiit  was  his  ferious  opinion,  how 
can  he  juftify  himfclf  in  engaging  in  ibis  concro- 
vcrfy,  in  which  he  is  entirely  a  volunteer,  and  how 
comes  it  that  every  thing  that  he  has  written  is  con* 
troverfial  ?  Both  his  Obfervaiiom  on  Bosks^  snd  hii 
Sermcnj  arc  altogether  fuch.  Much  as  1  have 
written  in  controvcrfy,  from  thefuUcft  conviftioa 
of  the  uciliry  of  it  (which  at  Icaft  juftifics  me  to 
myfclf )  the  far  greater  part  of  my  publications  arc 
of  a  diftcrenc  nature* 
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PREFACE. 


I  SHALL  be  ccnfurcd  by  many  peribns  for 
taking  this  public  notice  of  an  ancftymousy 
"  and  efpecially  a  periodical  publication  -,  and  what 
I  hope  to  Ihcw  is,  indeed,  in  ilfilf,  unworthy  ot 
any  notice.  But  a  wife  man  will  confidcr  things 
not  fo  much  as  they  are  in  themfelves,  as  ac* 
cording  to  their  power  of  doing  good  or  harm. 
Now  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  Monthly  Re* 
view  is,  in  general,  a  refpedtable  publication  of 
its  kind ;  and  from  the  credit  which  it  has  ac- 
quired it  has  confiderable  influence ;  fo  that  as 
'jbothiog  is  exempt  from  plaufible  mif-reprefen^ 
tation,  any  writer  has  it  in  his  power,  with  this 
juivantage,  materially  to  hurt  the  credit,  and 
impede  the  fale  of  the  moil  valuable  pro« 
duftions. 

I  am  fenfible  that  a  writer  bed  confults  his 
dignity  by  keeping  filence  on  thefe  occafions, 
and  his  regard  for  truth  may  be  fatisBed  by 
corredting  in  a  fabfequent  edition  thq  errors  of 
a  former  one.  But  my  objeft,  I  hope,  is  not 
reputation  (I  write  a  great  deal  too  much  for 
that)  but  the  careful  inveftigation,  and  the  moft 
cfieftual  propagation  of  truth  i  and  for  this  pur* 
|X>fe,  I  am  willing  to  lay  hold  of  every  fair  op- 
portunity of  brining  it  again  and  again  before 
(be  public. 

as  IfliaJl 
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I  tbali  even  rejtake  it  i^r  oim  mtftakes  laj 
overCgha,  if  tbcy  {bonld  be  Ac  cneam  of  inm- 
ing  inoir  arceati^  to  wnj  ivluabla  fubjc^rf 
ioqiiiry*  Etctj  perfba  wbo  wriccs  on  znjfk 
gjfAt  qucftion  helps  to  keep  up  diat  attention 
ftod  by  this  mems  the  truth  wUl^  in  the  eoi 
|>e  m  gamo'*  Tl)is>  howc^ier^  is  the  fifft^  2sd  i 
will  prohibly  be  the  laft  tinue  that  (if  I  bcoQf 
doing  VTOOg)  I  fliiQ  offi^nd  in  ^lis  wiy« 


t.^ 


I  bare  not  been  without  fimiUr  provocii 

to  ctkc  the  fame  method  of  redrefs  before  : 

bcfidn  that  the  objefb  were  of  lefs  confequence, 

tke  flow  but  lure  decifion  of  time  (ootwithftasd- 

ing  fhc   Reviewer  had  the    advantage   of   the 

IHjpwlv  clamour  againft  me)  has  done  me  fuf^ 

livieivt  jullicc.     My  Hi/lory  of  the  Corruptiom  4 

C^^ijhumty  bring,   in  my  own  opinion,  as  wellu 

ihjt  *i(  my  fiiends,  of  more  value  than  moft  of 

»«y  mher  puWIcwions,  this  piece  of  jufttce  m 

«hv«t;ht  to  be  due  to  it  ,in  preference  to  any  of 

«V  ivil;  aiKl  tSf  knowledge  and  ability  of  the 

^MV<«<K  Kvvic^er  makes  him  a  much  more  formi- 

>M^i«v  4aJ  tiicrrfore  a  more  relpccUble  antagonift. 

IV  «iMMCr  in  waica  this  review  of  my  woA 

%«MM\Niip^  «5«ft  i<«flirily  give  a  very  unfa- 

J»^^»^il^  >^4  «  :«  »  j^,-^  who  have  no  od>er 

l^v-y  ^  i^vx'.a»i>«  cvv»c«T,i^  ij^     Thevmuft 

!!     i  -v^  .V  ^.v  .xv^  ri^  of  ^),c  ^^  y^. 

I  •'^l!!!.!!;!!"^'''^^  "^  ***«^^^  ^*=  ««Jer. 

^^JJi^JJS^JJ^J^'***  »  *  Amr  that  cannot  fail 

*  kn«w  chac  it  has  dooe  i 
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fe,  and  1  am  likcwife  well  aware  that  the  mjury  I 
liave  received  does  not  admit  of  any  adequate  re- 
flrefs ;  fince  for  one  perfon  who  will  fee  my  de- 
fence, a  hundred  will  fee  the  accufation  only. 
but  I  (hall  have  doric  my  duty  with  refpeft  to  the 
public,  and  to  a  work  that  was  fincefely  intended 
to  be  ufeful  to  them,  by  ehdeaVoilrihg  to  ejchibit 
to  thcfexd  to  i^hom  t  may  have  accefs,  how  little 
there  fometimes  is  in  the  moft  fpecious  aiid  the 
[rioft  arrogant  reviews  of  books.  This  may  alfo 
put  them  on  their  guard  with  refpeft  to  finiilar 
reviews  of  other  works  ;  and  the  judgment  of  the 
impartial /?ze7  may,  at  lengthi  influence  the  left 
iifcerning  many. 

My  criticifer,  feeling  the  advantage  of  his  litil- 
Ition,  may  avail  himfelf  of  it,  and  reply  in  the 
!ame  plaufible  and  infufiicient  manner.  How- 
ever, having  ddne  thus  much,  I  think  I  may  be 
Mccufed  from  proceeding  any  farther  in  this  way  t 
ind  for  the  future  content  myfelf  with  correding 
my  real  overfights  which  this,  or  any  other  wri- 
xr,  (hall  convince  me  that  I  have  made.  This 
t  Ihall  certainly  do  the  firft  proper  opportunity  5 
md  for  this,  I  am  confident,  the  public^  before 
nrhom  I  fay  it>  will  give  me  credit; 

As  I  make  this  remonttrance  Under  fo  great 
iifadvantage,  I  think  I  may  require,  that  if  my 
Jritic  fhduld  not  chiife  to  nrteet  me  on  even 
pound,  that  is,  in  a  feparate  pamphlet,  he 
Dhould,  sit  leaft^  give  his  name ;  and  indeed  he 
a  3  has 


«u 
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has  Tinualty  engaged  to  da  Co,  by  &yioe  ti  "  B 

**  Dr,  Prieftley  can  fairly  acquit  himfelf  of  cm? 

*'  charge  of  miJhcoaftru£tion|    and    miftakr,  ^ 

**  will   acknowledge  the  injofticc    of  theic   m- 

**  madverfions*     And   if   we   arc    coart&ti  d 

"  mif'Conftrudion,   mif-rcprefcntatiofi,    or  arf- 

'*  take,  wc  will  ki/s  the  rod,"*     For  k  iiqiii- 

ling  with  the  public  to  talk  of  kijb%  A€  fi4 

and  at  the   fame  cimc  iniending  to   remain  «h 

onymom.     And  I   think    he    will     hanilf  ^ 

after  reading  my  reply,  and  recriminatioiH  tia 

he  has  been  guilty  of  m  mifcoallriiAion,  m  loi^ 

rcpnrfentacion,  na  miftakc;   not  to  fay  that  cng-  , 

grmtion  of  real  errors  requires  ackBOwledgmeoM 

a$  well  as  miireprefentations  and  miltiJces,     la 

all  thefe  refpcfts^  I  challenge  my  critic  to  be  as  , 

ingenuous  as  myfelf*  1 

It  may  be  faid  that  I  ought,  at  lead,  to  btve  . 
Waited  till  the  review  of  my  work  was  ck>faL 
But  I  do  not  know  when  that  will  be ;  and  be- 
fides  the  Reviewer  has  faid  j:,  ^'  We  ihall,  in  a&- 
^*  other  article,  give  a  general  review  of  Dr. 
^  Prieftky's  work,  and  leave  aainriadverfkxts  tm 
^  others***  I  chufc,  therefore  accordiiig  to  the 
^ood  old  adage  (of  which  I  am  feldocn  mmiod* 
All)  not  to  leave  that  to  the  morrow  which  mxj 
Cl^wdi  bcdooetoday. 

Wlkut  I  advance  In  this  poblicatioa  b  cMrely 
$|[^  mf  Q«a  ikfeoce,  and  without  the  laSi  tun- 
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tion  of  hurting  the  Monthly  Revicvr^  But  T 
muft  obferve>  in  general^  that  repeated  mifrepre- 
fentations  of  works  in  which  the  public  (hail  hera^ 
after  difccrn  real  merit,  notwithftanding  fuch  at-i, 
tempts  to  overbear  it,  will  neceflarily  bring  an^. 
publication  of  the  kind  into  difcredit  with  meat 
of  fenfe  and  candour. 

I  wiU  venture  to  fay  thdt  no  work  of  any  exteM 
will  bear  to  be  treated  as  this  of  mine  has  beeft^ 
viz.  by  exhibiting  its  fuppofed  defe£ts  only,  witb-« 
but  mentioning  any  one  thing  with  reipedt  to  it^:. 
Qijeff,  or  execution^  that  is  praifeworthy,  or  even 
right.  Had  my  Hifiory  of  EleSlricity  been  re- 
viewed in  the  fame  captious  manner,  it  mighfr 
have  been  with  the  fame  effed.  I  do  not  chargct 
this  writo*  with  any  want  of  learning  or  ability^ 
In  thofe  refpefts  he  may  be  much  my  fuperior* 
but  with  a  want  of  that  candour  without  which 
there  can  be  no  true  judgment  of  the  real  value 
of  any  work  of  man*  And  we  have  no  angels  ei-* 
ther  to  write  books,  or  to  review  them. 

The  reader  will  alfo,  I  hope,  confider,  that  over-r. 
fights  and  miftakes  which  are  venial  in  the  comr 
pilcr  of  a  large  fyftematical  work,  are  unpardon** 
able  in  one  who  voluntarily  ileps  forth  with  net 
other  view  than  to  criticife  and  difcredit  it. 

This  bufinefs  will  not^  I  hope,  be  without 
fome  advan<"age;  as  befidcs  the  AddUional  Objen- 
vations  it  has  led  me  to  make,  relating  to  the 
ftate  of  anticnt  opinions  concerning  the  perfon  c^ 

•    Chjrift" 
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m.       fi  n  E  f  £  c 

Chf  ift  in  tbti  pampfake  (a 
li  in  it  rclidng  (0  m/^i^ 
fcncf  I  be  if  s  bue  a  ffoB 

t0  1  fuller  difaiQjoa  of  ife  MyeOu     AiAI^ir 
profcrii  that  in  the  Cime 
Mr  in  which  I  engaged 
A)bjra9  of  Maferiati/m  aod  Nmft» 
Bithop  of  Watcrford,  00  chs  rf 
iirf  SavkHt'^j  mimftry^  I  am  m^  i» 
any  perfDn  of  leaxning  and  abilicT, 
iti  of  ihi  fi&ii  cf  ppmimi  tma 

on  the  fubjrd  ve  clearly  cxprcfied^  p 
ihii  pan^phieti  but  I  fhali  be  mdr  to 
white vcr  I  Ihall  be  proved  to  have  ac$v^>reii  odd 
hKOily  mu\  inconridcratcly,  and  I  ^:!  ^-r^^- 
y>\n  with  my  opponent  in  fearcbing  it  to  die 
bonom.  I  wifh  only  for  a  fair  and  gcocroiB  ai>- 
ttgonift  I  and  this  for  the  fake  of  keeping  ck^ 
10  the  ferioui  argunient^  in  which  alone  the  psb^ 
Uc  if  interefted. 

I  conflder  this  kind  of  controvcrfial  writing 
il  of  lingular  ufe,  and  I  rcfleA  upon  my  for- 
Hfier  publications  of  this  kind  with  much  fatis- 
ihftioni  as  containing  as  free  and  as  full  a  dif- 
tuillon  of  fcverail  importtot  fubjefts  as  was  evct 
flvfn  CO  the  public. 

jT^rnthe  nnorc  at  liberty  for  this  invefKga- 
ifon  as  Mr,  Gibbon  has  abfolutely  declined  to 
difcuft  ikith  me,  as  I  propofed  t6  him,  the  *//"- 
ffHc^l  i^iJmes  of  ChriftUMiy :  and  bilbop  Hurd 

has 
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lias  not  thought  proper  to  take  any  notice  what^^ 
ever  of  what  I  addreiTed  to  him  on  the  fubje& 
of  the  reformation  of  church  ^ahUJbnefttt. 


As  I  find  it  has  been  fuppofed,  much  to 
my  prejudice^  that  in  my  late  fituation  I  was 
engaged  as  a  party  writer]  I  fhall  take  this 
opportunity  of  faying,  that  I  never  wrote  % 
political  pamphlet^  or  a  political  paragraph  all 
the  time  that  that  connexion  fubfifted^  nor  was 
I  ever  requefted  fo  to  do.  It  would  have  been 
a  violation  of  the  mod  eiTential  article  on  whicli 
that  connexion  was  formed.  How^  or  tofy» 
it  wad  diflblvedj  about  which  there  have  been 
many  furmifes,  concerns  no  perfons  but  the 
parties  themfelves. 

Birmingham,  July  aij  1783. 
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I    N    t    R    O    D    U    C   T    I    O    N* 

IN  the.prefa.ee  to  my  late  Hiftory  of  tbi 
Corruptions  of  Cbrifttanityy  I  obferved*, 
that  "  in  a  fubjed  fo  copious  as  this,  1 
"  am  far  Troni  fuppofmg  it  probable  that  I  have 
*'  made  no  miftakes,  notwithftanding  I  have  iifed 
*'  all  the  care  and  precaution  that  I  could.  If  any 
^'  fuch  be  pointed  out  to  me,  whether  it  be 
•'  by  a  friend  or  an  enemy,  I  fliall  be  glad  to 
'^  avail  myfelf  of  the  intimation,  in  cafe  tTiere 
"  fhould  be  a  demand  for  a  fecond  edition/* 

I  now  fit"  down  to  fulfil  this  promifc,  tvcn 
before  that  demand  be  made,  that  I  may  givd 
the  earlieft  proof  of  my  attachment  to  truth, 
and  of  my  readinefs  to  correft  aiiy  overfight 
tliat  I  may  have  been  guilty  of.  But  thole 
which  I  have  hitherto  been  convinced  of 
arc  fo  very  few',  and  to  very  incbnfider- 
able  (not  in  the  leaft  afFeding  my  main  objefl:, 
or  any  one  pofition  or  argument  of  moment  in 
it )  that  this  early  appearance  befofe  the 
public  requires  an  apology,  and  this  is 
two  -  fold  :  firft,  to  anfwer  fome  plaufi- 
ble' charges  of  miich  greater  errors  and  imper- 
ieftions,  but  chiefly  to  take  this  opportunity 
of  advancing  fome  additional  ohfervations  in  fup- 
port  of  one  principal  objeft  in  my  work ;  which 
"ivas  to  produce  evidence  in  favour  of  the  doc- 
•  Page  20« 

A  mne 
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trine  of  the  proper  and  fimple  hunnanity  ol 
Chrift  having  been  the  original  belief  of  both 
the  Jewifli  and  Gentile  churches. 

After  an  sntroduftion  calculated  to  rurn  my  i 
attempt  into  ridicule,  the  writer  of  the  Monthly  . 
Review  for  June  1783,  fays,  *'  Dr.  Pricftley^s  j 
"  own  fentimcnts  on  this  fubject,"  (meaning  the  \ 
Socinian*)  "  arc  well  known,  and  if  repc* 
*^  tition  could  enforce  convidion,  he  would 
**  Ions    ere    now,   have   fecn     the    wilhes    of 


•o 
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'^  his  heart  accompli fhcd/'  I  do  own  that  I 
have  no  wifh  nearer  to  my  heart  than 
this>  srifing  from  the  fullefl:  perfuafion,  that 
fuch,  and  fuch  only>  is  the  do6trinc  of  the  fcrlp- 
turcs  concerning  Chrift;  that  everything  that 
has  been  added  to  the  primitive  idea  of  the 
nature  of  Chrift,  has  been  derived  from  the  vain 
imaginations  of  fpeculacive  but  inconfideratc 
men ;  who  did  not  rcflcft  that  the  proper  glory 
of  Chrift  is  his  being  the  meflenger  of  God^ 
fpeaking  and  adling  by  him ;  and  who  by  giv* 
ing  him  a  divine  and  fuper-angelic  nature,  have 
raifed  fuch  difficulties  to  the  reception  of  the 
gofpel  by  Jews,  Mahometans,  and  Heathens^ 
as  can  never  be  removed  but  by  going  back 
to  the  primitive  faith  on  this  fubjeft. 

Difagreeable  as  this   publication  mufl:,   from 
the  nature  of  it,   be   to   me,  I  rejoice  that  it 

gives 
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givps  mt  another  opportunity  of  bearing  mj^ 
teftimony  to  the  great  and  important  truth,  of 
the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift,  commonly  call* 
edSocinianifm,  though  I  am  far  from  confider- 
ing  myfelf  as  being  what  this  writer  calls  me> 
its  great  advocate^.  There  is  another  perfoi^ 
who  has  borne  a  very  different,  and  a  mucb 
more  powerful  kind  of  teftimony  to  it,  than  any 
that  I  have  done ;  and  on  this  account  I  fhall 
always  honor  him  ^s  the  Jirft  Socinian^  and  I 
Will  add  one  of  tbi  firfi  Chrijiians^  of  this  age 
and  country. 

I  fhall  now  proceed  to  mention  all  the  mif^ 
takes  with  which  I  have  been  charged,  and  fhall 
With  great  frankncfs  plead  guilty  wherever  I  da 
Hot  feel  myfelf  innocent. 


SECTION         I. 

Of  the  Nazarenesy  EhioniteSy  and  Alogi. 

T  A  M  told*,  that  ^^  Toland,  the  infidel,  in 
X  **  his  Nazarenus  (  fo  well  anfwered  bf 
**  Mofheim)  has  laboured  to  prove  that  the  Na- 
**  zarenes  and  Ebionites  were  the  fame  clafs  of 
*'  chriftians,  and  the  true  original  believers  in 
"  Jefus". 

This  piece  of  Toland's  I  do  not  recoUeft  to 
liavc  feen,  nor  have  I  ever  met  with  Mofhcim'i 

A  %  anfwer 
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anfwcr  to  it;   but  the  opmion  of  Mr*   ToW 
that  the  Nazarencs  and  Ebionites  were   the  fame 
people*   is   maintained  by  Lc    CIcrc    and  otkr 
cminetst  critics,  fo  that  few  perfons  at  this  time, 
Kave,  I  believe,  much  doubt  on  the  fubjeft.    It 
muft,  I  think,  be  right  for  this  obvious  itiSoa, 
Tiz*  that  their  peculiar  opinions  arc  repcefcuted 
by  the  moft  refpcdable  authorities   as   the  Tcrr 
famei  only  fomc  hav'e  thought  that  the  Naia-    ' 
renes  believed  the  miraculous   conception,  mi 
the  Ebionites  not.      But  Epiphanius  ftys*,  he  I 
does  not  know  whether  the  Nazarenes   beliercd  ^ 
Chrift  to  be   a  mere   man,   or   to    have   had  a 
miraculous   conceprion ;  and  the  Ebio/iicrs   arc 
citprcfsly  defcribed  both  by  Origen  and  Eui^bwi 
as  confiding  of  two  fortSj  one   of  which  held 
that  Chrift  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph  and  Mary,  and 
the  other  that  his  conception  was  miraculousf. 
Epiphanius    alfo   cxprefsly  fays  J,    that    Ebion, 
(whom    he    took    to     be    the     fatlicr    of  the 
Ebionites)    held    the    fame    opinion    with    the 
Nazarenes.     I  alfo  think  it  may  be    clearly  in- 
ferred  from   Jeromes  Epiftle   to   Auftin  §,  that 
the   EhioniteSy   the    Mineiy  and  the   Naxartnts^ 
were  all  the  fame  people. 

How    then    have  I   been  fo   "  precipitate," 
as    this    writer    fays  I   have    been,    '«   in  coft- 

•  Hxr.  29,  Sec.  7,  Opera,  vol.  i,  p.  123, 
t  See  Origen  contra  Celfum,  lib.  5,  p.  27^.     In  Miitt. 
Trad.  13,  Cap.  20,  Opera,,  vol.  2,  p.  88,     Eufcbii  Hitt* 
Ecclef.  lib.  3,  Cap.  27,  p.  121. 
J  Hxr.  30>  Sedt.  1,  vol.  i,  p.  125k 
f  £p.  89,  Tom.  I,  p.  63^ 

'  ^  eluding 
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*^  eluding  that  the  Nazarcncs  and  Ebionite^ 
^'  were  the  fame  people?"  He  fays,  *'  we  have 
^'  ftrong  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  the  early  mem- 
*'  bers  of  both  fefts  differed  confiderably  in 
*'  articles  of  faith/'  I  can  ,only  fay  that  I 
fliould  be  glad  to  fee,  and  have  an  oppor^  . 
tunity  of  examining,   this  Jirong  reafon. 

This  writer  wilhes  to  know  in  vhat  part 
of  Origen's  works  I  find  any  mention  of  the 
Nazarencs.  I  anfwer  that  as  he  defcribes  thp 
opinions  of  the  Ebionites  as  being  the  fame 
with  thofe  which  others  afcribe  to  the  Naza- 
renes,  he  fufBciently  appears  to  have  had  no 
idea  of  ai)y  difference  between  themi  but  I 
own  I  exprefled  myfelf  rather  ipcorreftly,  whea 
I  faid  he  acknowledged  that  there  was  no  dif- 
ference between  them.  Tillemont  fays,  that 
Origen  feems  to  have  confounded  the  two. 
fe£ts  §,  fo  that  his  expreflfion  is  pretty  nearly 
the  fame  with    ipy  own. 

No  perfpn,  I  think,  can  refleft  upon  thi^ 
fubjeft  with  proper  fcrioufnefs,  without  thinking 
it  a  little  extraordinary,  that  the  Jewifti  chriftians, 
in  fo  early  an  ^e  as  they  arc  fpoken  of,  (hould 
be  acknowledged  to  believe  nothing  either  of 
the  divinity,  or  even  of  the  pre-cxiftence  of 
Chrift,  if  either  of  thofe  dpftrines  had  been 
taught  them  by  the  apoftles.    Could  they  fo. 
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foon  have  deferred  fo  important  an  artide  of 
their  faith^  and  fo  lately  ddivired  to  tkt  Saixtii 
and^  having  once  believed  Chrift  to  be  either  i 
ihe  fupreme  God,  or  a  fuper-angtlic  fpirir, 
liave,  contrary  to  the  general  propenfity  of  hu- 
man naEure,  which  has  a  Ways  been  to  aggrm- 
dizij  rather  than  to  degradi  a  Lord  and  Maf- 
tcr  (  bccaufc  it  \s  in  faft^  to  aggrandize 
themfelvcs)  come  fo  generally,  if  not  uni- 
verfaDvj  to  believe  him  to  be  nothing  more 
than  a  mere  manj  and  even  the  Son  of  Joleph 
and   Mary? 

That  the  Jkgi  were  thofc  Gentiles  who  held 
the  fame  tenets  with  the  EbioniteSj  or  Naia- 
tcnes,  anion  g  the  Jews,  is  univeriaHy  acknow-  I 
"ledged.  Athanafius  rcprefcnts  all  the  Jewjfi^  I 
'believers  as  having  held  that  Chrift  was  only 
*a  mm^  and  fays  that  rhey  drew  the  Gen- 
tiles into  the  fame  opinion;  and  this  is  men- 
tioned by  him  not  in  controvcrfy,  ibrut  in- 
cidentally, though  very  much  at  large.  It  is,- 
thercfore,  the  rriorc  worthy  of  credit  i  and 
efpecially  as  he  himfelf  docs  not  feem  to 
have  been  aware  of  the  very  obvious  infer- 
rence  that  may  be  drawn  from  his  concleflrion. 
Accordingly,  it  is  not  dtnicd  that  thcfe  Alogi 
were  confidered  as  part'of  the  body  of  Gen- 
tile chriftians,  without  having  ever  been  ex- 
communicated j  fo  that  it  is  plain  that  they 
were  apt  deemed  heretics,     A  heretic  the  a- 
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poftlc  Paul  fays  §,  was  to  be  rejeSIed  after  the 
fir  ft  and  Jecmd  admonition  ^  and  the  early  chrift- 
ians  were  but  too  ready  to  ufe,  and  to  ex- 
tend, any  dircftion  of  this  kind. 

Let  any  pcrfon  at  all  acquainted  with  the  cagcr^ 
contei^rious  fpiritofthofe  times,  and  particularfy 
the  attention  that  was  univerlally  given  to  every 
thing  that  favored  of  herefy^  think,  whether  it  be 
at  all  probable,  that  if  the  majority  of  chriftians 
in  thofe  days  had  held  the  doctrine  of  the  di- 
vinity,  or  fuper-angelic  nature  of  Chrift,  they 
would  have  fufFered  to  continue  in  commu- 
nion with  them,  perfons  who  openly  denied 
thofe  faveurite  doftrines,  and  whofe  rife  and 
progrefs  they  could  eafily  trace.  On  the  con- 
trary, thefc  early  Unitarian  chriftians  were  not 
only  tolerated,  but  wc  find  them  mentioned 
with  refpeft,  and  even  apologies  are  made  to 
them  by  thofe  who  held  the  doftrine  of  the 
Trinity;  which  appears  to  have  (hocked  thefc 
Unitarians  very  much.  But  the  generality  of 
thefc  Unitarians  were  what  Tertullian  calls  Idiotie 
unlearned,  and  therefore  we  have  none  of  their 
complaints  from  themfelvcs. 
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SECTION       lU 
Of  ibi  inference  from  Uegefippus. 

I  HAVE  inferred  from  the  fiknce  of  Hfgc- 
fippus  with  refpeft  to  ihc  Nazal  enes  or  Ebi- 
oniies,  in  his  lift  of  heretics,  that  he,  being  a 
Jewirti  chriftian,  was  one  of  them  %  and  this 
is  afcribed  by  my  critic  f,  to  my  "  zeut 
*^  to  fuppori  a  Jyfi^f^  ^i  <3//  bazurdiJ'  This 
howeverj  I  cannot  help  thinking  to  be  highly 
probable*  He>  being  a  Jewilh  chriftian  him- 
fclf,  could  not  but  be  well  acquainted  with 
ihe  prevailing  opinions  of  the  Jewiih  chriftians, 
the  moil  confptcuous  of  which,  it  canuat  be 
denied^  was  the  opinion  of  Chrift's  being  a 
mere  man.  Now,  can  it  be  iuppofed  that  if 
he  himfelf  had  been  what  is  now  called  an 
orthodox  chriftian,  that  is  a  Trinitarian,  or  even 
an  Arian,  he  would  have  wholly  qmitted  the 
mention  of  the  Ebionites  in  any  pretend- 
ed lift  of  heretics  of  his  time,  had  it  been 
ever  fo  ftiorc  a  one,  and  this  confifts  of. 
no  Icfs  then  eleven  articles  ?  Alfo,  can  it 
be  fuppofed  that  Eufebius,  who  fpcaks  of  die 
Ebionites  with  fo  much  hatred  and  contempt, 
would  have  omitted  to  copy  this  article  if  it 
had  been  in  the  lift;  and  yet  my  critic  fays, 
^^  how  do  we  know  that   the   Ebionites  were 
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\\  omitted  ?'*  Their  not  being  inferted  in  tl^ 
lift  by  fuch  a  perfon  as  Eufebius^  muft,  I  thinks 
fatisfy  any  perfon,  who  ha^  no  fyftem  to  fujv* 
port,  with  refpcft  to  this  article,  A  ftrongcr  nega- 
tive argument  can  hardly  be  imagined.  As  to 
Hegcfippus  himfelf,  we  muft  judge  of.  his 
feehngs  and  conduct  as  we  fhould  of  thofe  of 
any  perfon  at  this  day  in  a  fituation  fimilar 
to  his.  Now  did  any  fubfequent  ecclefiaftical 
hiftorian,  or  did  any  modern  divine  of  the  or- 
thpdox  faith,  ever  omit  Arians  or  Socinians,  or 
names  '  fynonymous  to  them  (who  always  wer^, 
and  ftill  are  in  the  higheft  degree  obnoxious 
ro  them)   in  a  lift  of  heretics  ? 

Had  the,  faith  of  the  early  chriftian$  been 
cither  that  Chrift  was. true  and  very  God,  or 
a  fuper-angelic  fpirit,  the  m^ke/  of  the  world, 
and  of  all  things  vifible  ^d  invifible  under 
God,  and  had  Hegefippus  himfelf  retained 
that  faith,  while  the  generality,  or  only  any 
confiderable  number  pf  his  countrymen  ha4 
departed  fix>m  it,  it  could  not  but  have  been 
upon  bis  mind,  and  have  excited  the  fame  in- 
dignation that  the  opinions  of  the  Arians  and 
Socinians  excite  in  the  minds  of  thofe  who 
are  called  orthodox  at  this  day*  Nay,  in  his 
circumftances,  fuch  a  defeftion  from  that  im* 
portant  article  of  faith  in  his  own  country- 
men, after  having  been  fo  recently  taught  the 
contrary  by  the  apoftles  themfelvcs,  whofe 
writings    they  ftill  had  with  them^  itiuft  have 
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be  WM  one  of  dieoi. 


My  opponeot  fiiyf  f,  *^  Ic  » 
"  able  ihar  Hegtfippm  thfrnld 
"  ml   lite  Crf iothians  as  ifae  Ebt< 

lliflVrrntly  dn  wc  fiid'?r  of  thtfr^  ferff?^  n** 
piarkaMe^  or  extraordinary.  I  fee  nocfaing  a: 
■tl  cxtiaorlinary  in  rhe  otniHion  of  th^  Ccria- 
fhirtni  in  thi?;  lift  of  heretics  67  HegeGppusi 
Al  rhcy  were  only  one  branch  of  th€  Gtioilics, 
fcvrral  of  whom  are  in  his  lift;  and  it  is  not 
Improbable  (hat  rhefc  Cerinthians  having  been 
one  of  ihc  rarlicft  branches  mighc  have  been 
very  Inconfultrrable,  perhaps  extinft  in  his 
flmr  \  I  do  not  know  that  they  are  mentioned 
by  My  ant  lent  writer  as  exifting  fo  late  as  the 
lime  of  llcgcfippus;  and  as  they  feem  to 
lutvc  been  pretty  much  confined  to  fbnnc  parts 
of  Alia  MiiU)r,  and  cfpecially  Galatia,  which 
waji  vciy  remote  from  the  feat  of  the  Ebionite$, 
ihty  mi^^ht  never  have  extended  fo  far ;  and 
therefore  he  might  not  have  heard  much  about 
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chem.  Whereas  the  Ebionites  wcfc  at  thit 
very  trme  in  their  full  vigor,  arid  thoiigh  thctf 
opinions  (being  then  almoft  univerfal  in  what  was 
called  the  catholic  chureh)'  had  not  begun  to 
give  offence,  they  were  afterwards  thc'objeQ:  ^df 
the  moft  violent  hatred  to  the  other  ehriftiatu, 
and  continued  to  be  foas  Idrtg  as  they  fubfiftqi. 

That  Hegelippus,  though  an  Unitarian  him^ 
felf,  fhould  fpeak  as  'he  does  of  the*  ftatc  of 
opinions  in  the  feveral  churches  which  he 
vifitcd,  as  then  retaining  the  right  faith,  is, 
I  think,  very  natural.  The  only  herefy  tbat 
difturbcd  the  apoftlc  John,  and  therefore 
other  Jewifh  chriftians  in  general,  was  that 
of  the  Gnofttcsj  and  almoft*  dl  the  'dcveu 
different  kinds  of  herefies,  enumerated  by  this 
writer  are  probably  only  different  branches. of 
that  one  great  herefy.  If,  therefore, the  churches 
which  he  vifited  were  *  free  from  Gnofticifm,  he 
would  naturally  fay*  that  they  retained  the 
right  faith/  For  as  to  the  doftrinc  of  the 
ferjonificdtion  of  the  Logos^  hdd  then  by  JufKn 
Martyr,  and  perhaps  a  few  others,  it  ivas 
not,  in  its  origin,  fo  very  alarming  a  thing; 
and  very  probably  this  plain  man  had  not  -at . 
all  confidered  its  nature  and  tendency. 

He,  as  an  Unitarian,  believed  that  all  the 
extraordinary  power  exerted  by  Chrift  was 
that  of  the  Father  rcfiding  in  him,  and 
fpeaking   and  afting  by   him;     and  he  might 
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imagine    that    thcfe     philofophifing    chriftlans, 
men  of  great  namc^  and  a  credit  to  the  caufe, 
held  m  hGt  the  fame  thing,    when   they    hid 
that   this   Logos   of   theirs   was  not  the  Logos 
of   the  Gooftics,  but  that  of  Joha  the  Evaa- 
geliftj    or    th<2     wifdom    and    powet    of    God 
himftlf-     And  though  this  might  appear  to  him 
as  a  thing    that    he    could    not    well    under- 
ftaod,    he    might    not    think    that    there     wa$    \ 
^y   herefy,    or   n^uch    harm    in   it.      Had  he    ' 
been   told   (but  this  he   could   only    have  had    j 
from   infpiration)  that   this   fpecious    perfonifi- 
cation  of  the  divine  Logos  would,   about  two 
centuries   afterwards,   end    in    the  dodrme    of 
the  pcrfcft  equality  of  the  Son  with  the  Father, 
this  plain  good  man  m^l}t  i\avc  b?f a  a  little 
itartkd. 

That  Eufebius,  and  others,  fiiould  fpcak  of 
Hcgefippus  with  refpc£t  (from  which  my  cri- 
tic argues*,  that  "  he  could  not  poflibly 
have  been  an  Ebionitc,")  appears  to  mc  no* 
thing  extraordinary,  though  it  fhould  have  been 
known  to  th^m  that  he  was  on^  ;  confidering 
that  they  quote  him  only  as  an  Hiftcrian ;  an4 
fuppofing  lyhat  is  very  probable,  that  he  did 
not  treat  particularly  of  doftrinal  ma^tcr§,  but 
confined  himfclf  to  the  afts  of  the  apofUes, 
and  other  hiftorical  circumftances  attending  the 
propagation    of  the  Gofpel  \    efpcciaHy   as  he 
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was  the  only  hiftoriati  of  that  agf,  and  had 
always  been  held  in  efteem.  A  man  who  is 
once  in  poffefliori  of  the  general  good  opi- 
nion will  not  be  cenfured  lightly,  efpecially  by 
fuch  men  as  Eufcbius.  Can  it  be  fuppofed  alio 
that  Eufebius,  in  exprefsly  quoting  antient  autbo-- 
rities  againft  thofe  who  held  the  opinion  of  the 
fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  would  not  have  citeci 
Hegefippus  as  well  as  Irenaius,  Juftin  Martyr^ 
and  others,  if  he  could  have  found  any  thing 
in  him  for  his  purpofc  ?  This  may  be  con- 
fidered  as  a  proof  that  there  was  nothing  in 
that  work  unfavourable  to  the  doftrinc  of  the 
Ebionites.  A  negative  argument  can  hardly  be 
ftronger  than   this. 

My  critic  calls  the  argument  for  Hegefip- 
|)us  beirtg  an  Ebionitey  from  his  oniiffion  of 
the  Ebionites  in  his  lift  of  Jcwifli  hereticTi  *^  a 
'*  weak  and  impotent  conclufion  :'*  and  becaufe  I 
infert  it  in  my  Summary  View  of  the  evidence 
for  the  primitive  chriflian3  holding  the  dofVrine 
of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift;  he  fays, 
«*  We  are  forry  to  fee  a  man  of  fuch  fuperior 
**  qualifications  reduced  to  an  expedient  fo  pre- 
**  carious  as  this."  Let  the  reader  attend  to 
the  confiderations  I  have  now  urged,  and  hy 
whofe  conclufion  is  weak  and  impotent ^  mine 
that  Hegefippus  probably  was  one,  or  his  that 
he  could  not  have  been  an  Ebionite.  I  iSxall 
continue  this  argument  in  my  fummary  view 
till  I  fee  much  better  reafdn  tor  difplacing  it. 

Section 


**  hold  thai   opinio0. 
^'  (ay/' 
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Nov  I  maintain  that  17^7  tr^macSoc  oc  ex 
paflage,  thougK  not  literal^  is  /«>?  2^i  src  ix  laic 
Icail  equivocal^  and  moreover  it  is,  ot  ck  rmo,  k^ 
finrourabie  co  my  ovn  puqxiie  ihan  ills  tr^n^^^boiEy 
▼iz*  lift/  majority  of  Ctififtiaas;  and  tbciciocr  I 
could  not  poffibly  mean  to  cake  any  unfur  nanhod 
ia  drawing  my  conclufion,  whether  00  ihc  whcle, 
k  be  well  or  ill-founded«  For  ccnoinly  the 
phrafe  ever  Jo  manj^  carries  the  mind  beyond 
thfi  idea  of  a  bare  majority,  viz.  as  oeariV  as 
pofliblc  to  the  whole  number,  leaving  as  few 
as  any  perfon  plcafes  for  the  Jonu  p^rj^n:  t»«;, 
who  arc  oppofcd  to  the  ever  Jo  many^  or  majcriVfj 
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Befi(Ic3  the  critic,  by  confideriftg  the  whole 
fentcnce   as    a  conclufion  from    Juftinf,    mif- 
takes    the    ground    of    my   obfervation  ;    ima- 
gining it  is  wholly   founded  on  the  quotation 
from  that  writer,  whereas  it  is  in  part  a  probable 
opinion  oi  my  own.     That  the  reader  may  judge 
for  himfelf  I  fhall  here  give  the  fcntencc  intire* 
"  This  language  has  all  the  appearance  of  an 
*'  apology  for  an  opinion  contrary  to  the  general 
*^  and  prevailing  one  i, as  that  of  the  humanity* 
"  of   Chrift   (at  leaft  with    the    belief  of  the 
*'  miraculous    conception)   probably  was   in  his 
"  time."     The    latter  part  of  the   fentence   is 
wholly   my  own ;    and   not    an   inference  front 
Juftin,  and  it  is  an    opinion  for  which  I  fhall 
foon  give  fufEcicnc  reafon. 

It  is  enough  for  me  if  I  do  not  mifreprefcnt 
my  author,  by  a  wrong  interpretation  of  his  owa 
words.  As  to  the  ground,  or  colour  that  there 
may  be  for  my  own  obfervation,  the  reader  muft 
judge  between:  us,  and  to  this  I  have  no  ob- 
jcdlion.  -  And  indeed  I  am  fully  fatisfied  that 
the  T»wf  or  /ome,  of  Juftin  Martyr  were  in  fad, 
the  «7ii»oTof  or  the  majority,  and  I  even  think  it 
not  improbable,  from  the  complexion  of  the 
fentence,  that  Juftin  might  be  aware  that  it 
might  be  objefted  to  him,  that  even  the  ma- 
jority of  chriftians  held  an  opinion  different 
from   his ;    and  that  with   a  view  to   this,   he 
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Md  that  be  ihmild  nor  be 
ijiough  it  fliould   be  y^. 


TaTuUtan  expfelslf   fkjn  Asm  it 
^ft3iiig  opcnion   fiftj   jcn\  liter 
*rf!  kooirn  tlu£  thai:  dodrioe  kepc 
DOC  gaining  ground,  m  all  tl^E 
log  to  htiBj  k  was  held  br  die 
liioii  unlcmnied  chrrftiaas,  vbo 
ways  the  m^ricy  of  bdkrcn  (^ 
pa  credeotroGi  pan  eft*) 


If  it 
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this  dirr&  te&msoBf^ 
highif  pnibabfe  from  ocher  conf 
this  had  hoc  bc«n,  ar  leail, 
opiniooy  it  can  hardly  be  fuppcriicd  grar  any 
whtcr  would  have  fpokcn  of  it  wkk  fib  ':nx>ch. 
tmdcrneis  and  rcfpect  as  Juftin  has  cScsar,  cxxt- 
fidaing  how  very  different  it  was  fetxri  his 
CWD  opinioD,  for  which  I  ftill  thimk  zhsz  his 
Itttgoage  wears  a  fafficient  appearance  oT  aa  apo- 
logy. He  alio  feems  to  intimate,  kxoc  degree  of 
Jtmki  with  re(pe&  to  his  (^inioo,  wbea  he 
£qrs  thar  '^  if  he  ibouki  not  be  able  to  prare 
•'  the  fre-caficnci  of  Chrift,  the  do(Xrir&e  of  his 
•*  AUfiakjtif  would  not  be  aSeded  by  ii.'^ 
Why  ihould  be  profide  this  retreat,  if  he  hal 
DO  iecret  fuTpicioa  of  the  grxHind  oa  which 
he   ftood? 


If  we  coofi^icr    the    trcnc    in    which    Jc&n 
lii^    ivfote^  VIZ.   abcut   A.   D»  14c,   xhsz    b  about 
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eighty  years  after  the  time  of  the  apoflles,  and 
compare  with  it  the  account  that  Athanafius 
gives  us  of  the  ftate  of  opinions  among  the 
Jews  anid  Gentiles  in  their,  time,  we  can  hard- 
ly ddubt  (whether  Juftin  Martyr  confeflcs  it 
or  not)  that  the  doctrine  of  the  finhplc  hu- 
manity of  Chrift  muji  hare  beeh  the-  pi*eviil- 
ing  one  in  his  time.  Athanafius  fays  that  the 
Jewsj  meaning  the  Jewifli  chriftians  were  fy 
fully  perfuaded  concerning  the  fimplc  humanity 
of  their  MelTiah,  that  the  apoftles  did  not 
chufe  to  inform  them,  except  in  an  indircfk 
manner  (of  which  he  gives  many  inftances) 
that  Chrift  was  any  thing  more  than  a  man, 
and  that  the  Gentiles  were  drawn,  by  the 
Jews  into  the  fame   opinioq* 

Since,  therefore,  according  to  this  mofi:  un- 
exceptionable account,  as  it  was  only  an  /W/- 
reff  evidence  of  the  divine  or  fuper-angclic 
nature  of  Chrift  that  the  Jewifh  chriftians  (by 
-whom  the  gofpel  was  communicated  fo  the 
Gentiles)  were  ever  favoured  with ;  can  it  be 
thought  probable,  fo  highly  averfe  as  the  ac- 
count itfelf  ftatcs  the  Jews  to  have  been  to 
the  idea  of  any  fuper-human  nature  in  Chrift, 
that  they  fh^uld,  by  their  own  reafoning  alone 
on  the  fubjeft,  have  generally  abandoned  their 
favourite  doftrine^  in  fo  fhort  a  time  as  fourfcore 
years?  Or  if,  from  fome  moft  unaccountable 
caufe,  and  without  any  perfon  of  great  authority 
to  lead  them  into  it  (for  no  fuch  authority  can  we 
B  trace 
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tract)  tJMf  flMMdd 

mnd    faToonte    dodnnc^    is 

th^  would  Iij;fc  bren  fo  asmiTgfr 

raccefiful  in  the  propa^ittim  of 

ODs  ^nd  wkball  hsTT 

pUant^  as  to  bare    beat 

general!  Cf  of  them  m 

when  at  rhe  fame  rime  iBcy 

had  but  Hrdr  coonciioa^  aad 

fpeft  for  etch  other  ?      Is  a. 

years  a  fpacc  naiurallf  fi  ^  ' 

Jbcccllive  changes? 


But  if  we  take  in  another  wrft  yjg&eiulqsri 
Circumftancfj  we  flidl  be  obliged  m  itduci 
this  fhort  fpace  (too  fhort  as  it  aL^ei^ir  is  fer 
the  purpnfc)  to  one  ft  ill  fhortcr.  H^Efippes^ 
as  explained  by  Valeftos,  in  his  ooees  on  En- 
Icbius's  ecckfiaftical  hiftory  J,  fo^  tlKK  i&c 
church  cf  Jerufalem  continued  a  Ttrgie,  of 
free  from  hcfcfy,  till  the  death  of  Simeoiit  wfco 
fucc ceded  James  the  juft,  that  is,  dU  the  rime 
of  Trajan,  or  about  the  year  icxj,  or  pcrhapi 
no,  for  Kn  reign  began  A.  D,  98,  and  end- 
ed A.  D,  117.  Knowing,  therefore,  from  ottef 
circtimftanccs  what  this  purity  of  chriftian  ftidi 
was,  and  what  Hegefippus  mcft  have  known 
it  to  be,  we  have  only  the  fpace  of  40,  or 
perhaps   30  years  far   fo  great   a   change,    Se 


-> 


\  Lib;  3,  cap.  32,  p.  uS* 

rapid 
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rapid  at  that  particular  period  niuft  have  been 
that  movement^  which  we  find  by  experience  ^o 
be  naturally  pne  of  the  very  flowcft  in  the 
whole  fyftem  of  nature,  viz.  the  revolution  of 
opinions  in  great  bodies  of  men  *.  Can  it 
then  be  thought  probable  that,  coniider- 
ing  the  Jewilh  and  Gentile  chriftians  a^ 
one  body,  the  generality  of  them,  the  ei  vxiktJo* 
fliould  have  abandoned  the  doftrine  of  thp 
fimple  hunianity  of  Chrift,  in  the  time  of 
Juftin  Martyr? 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  certainly  not  at  all 
improbable  that  the  more  learned  and  philo- 
fophical  of  the  chriftians,  beginning  to  bp 
a(hamed  of  a  crucified  man  for  their  faviour^ 
and  firmly  believing  the  doftnne  of  the  pre* 
cxiftence  of  all  fouls,  and  of  their  defcent  in- 
to human  bodies,  (hould  have  begun  to  fancy 
that  Chrift  muft  have  had  fome  origin  fupc- 
xior  to  that  of  other  men  ;  that  this  fliouId 
lirft  of  all  produce  the  opinions  of  the  Gno- 
fties,  who  thought  that  the  Chrift,  who  came 
down  from  heaven,  was  quite  diftinft  from  the 
man  Jefus,  and  felt  nothing  of  his  pains  or 
forrows ;  or  that,  thefe  opinions  being  near- 
ly exploded,   the    generality -of  chriftian  teach- 

•  This  is  a  movement  which  I  could  cafily  flicw  Mr.  Gibbon^' 
that  he  has  not  much  fludied^  though  it  behoved  him  to 
have  given  the  clofeii:  attention  to  it,  ])reparatory  to  hit 
account  of  the  overthrow  of  pag^iiin  by  the  ipread  of 
chrUUanity, 
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[  fers,  or  bifhops    (manf  of  whom  were  cdoc^, 

\  in  the   PUcooic    fchool   ac  Alexandria)    QmmII 

[  aftcrwai'ds   apply   the    Flaronic    doftrinr  of  lie 

I  l^gi^s  to  [he  fame  fubfeft,   and  that   by  deir^ 

f  infiucfice^  opinioos  leading  to  the  deificadon  of 

I  Chrift  ibould  graduaily  gain  groutid  among  de 
\  common   people.      But  this  muft    have  bccai 

wark  of  timca  fo  that  the   majority    of  chrit- 
[  ians     could    hardly    have     been     infcfted   wiA 

J  thcfc   principles  fo  early  as  die   time  ol 

\ 

II  The  philofophical  chrifliiaas,  howeFCTt  t^ 
tfic  only  wncrrs  whole  works  arc  extant^  \i  if 
eal'y  to  account  for  our  knowing  no  moR 
than  wc  CO  of  the  cnrnmoa  people  and  that 
Opkiion%  and  that  we  are  obliged  to  collcA 
"Vihac  we  J.o  know  concerning  them  from  k" 
cidcntal  ci^cumjldncdSy  as  I  have  endeavoured 
to  do.  Buc  chcie  are  often  the  leafl:  fufpidous 
intimations  of  the  real  ftate  of  thincrs.  By 
fiich  circumirances  as  thcfe,  the  detail  of  which 
may  be  ieen  in  my  Hijloryy  it  v^mII,  I  think, 
fufficiently  appear,  that  it  was  with  great  dif- 
ficulty that  the  generality  of  chriftians  were 
reconciled  to  the  dovftrine  of  the  deity  of 
Chrift,  and  that  of  a  Trimfy,  in  anv  form* 
As  Tertullian  expreiics  himfelf,  they  were  at 
firft  exceedingly  jcandaUzed  at  it,  holding  firm- 
ly to  their  juftly  favourite  doclrine  of  the  fu- 
preme  monarchy  of  tks  Faiber.  This  aifo  fuf- 
ficiendy  accounts  for  the  great  number  of  fol- 

lowcrsj 
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'  lowers  "which  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  gives  to  every . 
perfon  of  learning  who  avoWcd  the  then  popu-. 
lar    opinion,    as    Artemon,    Noetus,    Sabellius^ 
Paulus  Samofatenfis,  and  Photinus. 

On  the  fubjedt  of  this  part  of  my  acciifa- 
tion,  which  my  critic  fays,  is  the  greateft  that 
he  has  to  bring  againft  me,  I  now  appeal  to 
the  impartial  reader ;  whether,  inftead  of  prov- 
ing me  to  have  mifreprefented  Juftin  Martyr, 
he  has  not  mifreprefented  me,  and  alfo  whe- 
ther I  have  not  brought  fufficient  evidence 
of  the  opinion  I  maintained,  viz.  that  the  doc- 
trine of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrifl:  was  that 
•which  was  moft  generally  received  in  the  time 
of  Juftin  Martyr ;  and  of  this  I  (hall  produce 
piorc  evidence  in  the  next  fe6tion» 


§    E    C    T    I    O    N      IV. 


Of  the  quotation  from  Eufebius ;  and  ^ertullian^s 
account  of  the  antient  Unitarians^  more  particu- 
larly conft4ered. 

MY  criticlfer  fays  t,  "  If  Dr.  Prieftley  will 
y  turn  to  Eufebius,  and  read  the  chap- 
^*  ter  with  fuch  deliberation  as  befits  an  hifto- 
^^  rian  writing  on  fubjefts  of  the  greateft  im- 
f^  portance,  he  will  find  that  his  charge  of  un- 
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**  fairncrs  (even  if  it  be  true)   i%  not  to  be  ^1 
*'  plied  to  Eufcbius,  but  to  z  more  atiucnt  w- j 
**  ter,  from  whofe  book  the  tranfcript  wws 
<*  which  hai  fo  higWy  offended  Dr.  Prriillcj." 

I,  have  repcrufcd  this  chapter  of  EuJefaiQ^ 
and  do  not  think  it  quite  clear  that  be  is  q^M* 
Jng  the  work  of  any  prior  writer  in  the  pif- 
f4gc  that  I  have  cited :  for  he  fomcrimci  orir 
gives  an  account  of  the  wofkj  and  not  airm 
exprefs  quotations  from  it;  and  he  ie«ns  ta 
me  to  infert  obfervations  of  bis  own  in  what  be 
docs  quote  from  this  anonymous  writer;  fo  tkif, 
upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  (though  I  mij 
be  rniftaken)  that  Eufebius  fpeaks  in  his  o-m 
perfon  in  what  I  have  quoted  from  him.  How- 
ever, it  is  fufficiently  evident  that  he  adopK 
the  language,  and  makes  himfcif  anfwerablc  for 
it.  Where  then  is  the  foundation  for  the  tone 
in  which  the  above  remark  is  delivered? 

I  acknowledge  however,  that  I  fliould  not  hav? 
flopped  at  Juftin  Martyr,  but  have  proceeded 
to  mention  the  other  authorities,  quoted  either 
by  Eufebius,  or  his  author.  They  are,  how- 
ever, of  no  fort  of  weight  in  the  decifion  of 
the  queftion,  and  all  of  them  that  are  extant 
I  had  confidered  in  the  coiirfe  of  my  worL 
There  is  no  mention  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  in 
the  firft  and  only  authentic  epiftle  of  Clemens  ^  -,  ic 

•    In    the   fecond   fedion   of  this   cpiftic    we   find  the 
phrafc  tht  ftijerings  of  God  \  but  this  is  language  lb  cxcced- 

being 
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being  only  found  in  the  fecond  ^nd  undoubtedly 
fpurious  epiftle^  as  I  believe  all  the  learned  of 
this  day  confider  it.  Eufebius  himfelf  faysf, 
*'  it  is  not  fo  generally  recciyed  as  the  former* 
^'  nor  do  we  know  that  the  antients  have  quoted 
^'  it."  He  adds,  that  there  were  other  later  for- 
geries of  writings  in  his  name. 

Alfo,  though  in  forpe  pretty  ancient  hymns  Chrift 
might  be  mentioned  as  Gody  yet  being  poetical 
compofidons,  it  is  moft  probable  that  it  was  only 
in  fome  figurative  and  qualified  fcnfe,  referring  to 
the  power  and  authority  with  which  he  was  invert- 
ed by  God,  as  Mofes  is  faid  to  have  been  a  God 
to  Pharoah.  As  to  the  authority  of  Pliny,  if  he 
had  been  told  that  hymns  were  fung  by  chriftians 
in  honour  of  Chrift,  being  himfelf  a  heathen,  he 
would  naturally  imagine  that  they  were  fuch 
hymns  as  had  been  compofed  in  honour  of  the 
heathen  gods,  who  had  been  men.  He  would 
be  far  from  concluding  from  that  circumftance, 
that  Chrift  was  confidered  by  his  followers  either 
as  the  fupreme  God,  or  as  a  pre-exiftent  fpirir,  the 
maker  cf  the  world  under  God, 

But  I  wifli  to  proceed  to  confiderations  of 
more  importance  relating  to  this  paflagc  of  Eu- 

ingly  ihockingy  and  unrcriptural,  that  it  is  hardly  poiE- , 
ble  to  think  that  it  could  be  ufed  by  any  writer  To  near 
to  the  time  of  the  apoftles  ;  and  Junius,  who  was  far 
from  having  my  objedion  to  it,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
whole  parage  was  much  corrupted,  and  that,  inftead  of 
'frof^nft^a,  avitf  i.  e.  Sm,  we  ought  to  read  yio&nyJim  avltn* 
t  Ecclcs.  Hift.  Lib.  %,  Cap.  3«^  p.  134» 

P  i^T  febiu^ 


84  0/  tbi  gld^P  Ofinims 

Jibius,  and  to  compare  his  account  of  the  anti- 
quity of  Ehe  chriftian  Unitarians,  with  their  own 
account  of  Ehcmfclves,  to  fee  wHich  is  in  itfelf  the 
more  probable.  He,  or  hts  author,  fays  ^,  that 
Theodotus,  who  was  condemned  by  Viftor,  was 
the  author  and  parent  of  that  fcftj  being  the 
firft  who  affcrted  that  Chrift  was  a  mere  man  j 
and  thefe  Unitarians  arc  even  charged  with 
certainly  knowing  that  this  was  the  cafe,  which 
is  direftly  giving  them  the  lie;  and  yet  this 
affcrtion  of  Eufebius  is  undoubtedly  falfe,  m  ap- 
pears on  the  full  face  of  all  ecclefiafticarhif- 
tory,  and,  as'I  have  faid,  it  hiay  be  proved  from 
Eufebius   himfelf. 

He  certainly  knew  that  Juftin  Martyr  had  not 
only  mentioned  Unitarians,  but  had  treated  them 
with  much  refpcft  ;  and  he  fpeaks  §  of  the  Ebi- 
onites  as  cotemporaries  of  Cerinthus,  who  ac- 
cording to  himfelf,  lived  in  the  tune  of  the  apoftle 
John.  By  his  own  account,  therefore,  thefe  Uni- 
tarians, who  believed  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  man, 
were  cotemporary  with  the  apoftle  John  ;  who 
though  greatly  offended  at  htrejy^  takes  no  potioc 
of  their  opinion  being  one.  Nothing,  therefore, 
can  be  more  contrary  to  truth  or  probability, 
than  the  account  of  the  origin  of  the  Unita- 
rians by  Eufebius,  or  his  author  i  and  if  I  he 
oftcnded  at  it,  is  it  without  a  caufe  ?  And  how 

•    Lib.  5,  Cap.    28,  p.  252. 
%  Lib.  3,  Cap.  27>  28,  p.  121,  d:c. 
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can  the  Reviewer  doubt  of  mycharge  oiunfairnefi 
againft  Eufebius^  or  his  author^  being  true  ?  A^ 
to  the  very  early  date  of  this*  anonymous  piecCj 
fee  Lardner  (Credibility,  vol.  3,  p.  36)  who  re-: 
fers  it  to  the  year  2i%. 

Let  us  now  confider  the  account  that  thefe 
Unitarians,  according  to  Euleoius,  gave  of 
themfelves.  They  are  faid  to  have  affirmed  witlj 
confidence,  that  the  apoftles  taught  their  doc- 
triney  and  that  it  was  preferved  till  the  time 
of  Vidor,  or  Zephyrinus.  What  they  aiju- 
ally*  faid,  we  do  not  know,  but  ic  could  hard- 
ly be  that  there  had  been  no  innovation  what- 
ever in  the  doftrine  concerning  the  perfon  of 
Chrift  before  the  time  of  Viftor ;  becaufe  the 
Gnoftics  are  well  known  to  have  been  a  ytry 
numerous  feft,  confifting  of  many  branches; 
and  before  this  time  Juftin  Martyr  and  others 
had  publifhed  their  account  of  the  perfoni- 
fication  of  the  Logos.  It  is  probable,  tjiere- 
fore  that  what  they  really  maintained  was, 
that  their  doftrine  was  that  which  y(as  moft 
generally  received  till  that  time  j  and  this  I 
think  to  be  highly  probable,  if  not  demonftrablc. 

According  to  all  accounts,  the  doftrine  of  the 
fimplc  humanity  of  Chrift  was  held  by  the  Jew- 
ilh  chriftians  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles.  -  I  do 
not  find  that  any  of  them  are  ever  exprefsly 
faid  to  have  held  any  other  doftrine,  only  fomc 
of  them  believed    the   miraculous  conception. 

"    Athanafius 
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Athanafius  clearly  fappofcs  none  of  them  to  have 
believed  that  Clirift  had  any  nature  fuperior  to  that 
of  man  i  and  he  fays  that  they  brought  the  Gentiles, 
nieaning,  no  doubt,  the  generality  of  them,  into 
the  fame  opinion.  This  then  may  fairly  be  fiippo- 
fcd  to  have  been  the  ftate  of  things  at  the  time 
that  John  wrote  Ms  firft  cpiftie,  which  was  about 
the  year  8oj  when  it  is  plain  from  his  own  writ- 
ings there  was  no  opinion  among  thrift ians  that 
gave  him  any  alarm,  befides  that  of  the  Gnoftics^ 

Taking  it  then  for  granted,  that  the  dodrinc 
of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was  nearlyi 
at  leaft,  univerfal  in  the  year  80,  is  it  at  all  pro- 
bable, that  it  could  have  ceafed  to  have  been  the 
prevailing  doftrine  before  the  time  of  V'i£lor| 
about  the  year  200?  Caufes  which  tended  to 
produce  the  opinion  of  the  deity  of  Chrift  ope- 
rated, no  doubt,  very  powerfully;  but  ftill  it 
cannot  be  thought  probable,  that  they  could 
have  produced  fo  great  an  efFeft  in  the  fpace  of 
little  more  than  one  century. 

Another,  and  no  inconfiderable  argument  in 
favour  of  the  antiquity  of  the  proper  Unitarian 
doftrine  among  chriftians,  may  be  drawn  from 
the  rank  and  condition  of  thofe  who  held  it  in 
the  time  of  Tertullian,  who  lived  about  the  time 
of  Viftor.  He  calls  them  fmplices  et  Uiot^fy  that 
\%y  common  or  unlearned  people y  and  fuch  perfons 
are  certainly  moft  likely  to  retain  old  opinions, 
and  are  s^jways  far  Icfs  apt  to  innovate,  than  the 

learned  li 
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learned;  becaufe  they  are  far  Icfs  apt  to  ipc- 
culate.  Whenever  we  endeavour  to  tl-acc  the 
oldeft  opinions  in  any  country,  we  always  in- 
quire among  the  Idiot/e  the  common  people; 
and  if  they  believe  one  thing,  and  the  learned 
another,  we  may  conclude  with  certainty,  that, 
which  ever  of  them  be  trne^  or  the  lnore  pro- 
bable, thofe  of  the  common  people  were  the 
more  ancient^  and  t)iofe  of  the  le4rned  and  Ipe** 
culative  the  more  novel  pf  the  two. 

In  rnoft  cafes  the  more  novel  opinions  art 
more  likely  to  be  true,  confidering  the  gradual 
fprerid  of  knowledge,  and  the  general  prevalence 
of  prejudice  and  error;  but  in  fome  cafes  the 
probability  is  on  the  fide  of  the  nt^ore  antient 
opinions;  and  it  is  evidently  fo  in  this.      Thi 
true  doftrine  concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift 
muft  be  allowed  to  have  been  held  by  the  apof- 
ties.    They,  no  doubt,  knew  whether  their  ma* 
fter  was  only  a  man  like  themfelves,  or  their  ma- 
ker.    Their  immediate  difciples  would  receive 
and  maintain  the  fame  do6trine  th^t  they  held ; 
and   it  muft  have  been  fome  time  before  any 
other  could  have  been  introduced,    and   have 
fpread  to   any  extent,   and  efpecially  before  it 
could  have  become  the  prevailing  opinion.    Wc 
naturally,  therefore,  look  for  the  genuine  doArine 
of  chriftianity,  concerning  the  perfon  of  Ch-^ft, 
among  thofe  who,  from  their  condition  and  cir- 
cumftances,  were  moft  likely  to  maintain  the  9ld 

opinion^ 


opmion,  rather  than  among  ihofc-who  were  moft 
gpc  to  receive  a  new  one.  Surely  then  we  hut  j 
^  better  chance  of  finding  the  truth  on  this  fob-  " 
jcft  among  rhefe  IJi&i^,  the  common  and  im- 
karncd  people,  than  with  foch  men  as  Juftia 
artTtj  who  had  been  a  heathen  philofopto", 
Tcn:euSi  or  any  other  of  the  learned  and  fpcoi- 
lativc  chriftians  of  the  fame  age. 
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On  the  cootrary*  fuppoDng  the  chriftim  rdi^ 
glon  to  have  been  gradually  corrupted,  and  thai, 
in  a  long  courfe  of  itmej  the  corrtipt  dodrine 
iliould  become  the  moft  prevalent  among  the 
commoa  people  j  the  reformation  of  it  by  the 
recovery  of  the  genuine  doftrine  is  naturally  to 
be  looked  for  among  the  learned  and  the  in- 
quifuive,  who  in  all  cafes  will  be  the  inno- 
vators. This  is  remarkably  the  cafe  in  the 
prefent  ftate  of  things.  The  common  people 
in  the  Roman  Catholic  countries  are  bigots 
to  the  old  eftabliihed  faith,  while  the  learned 
arc  moderate,  and  almofl  proteftancs.  In  pro- 
tcftant  countries  the  common  people  ftill  adhere 
moft  ftrongly  to  the  doftrines  of  their  anccf- 
tors,  or  thoie  which  prevailed  about  the  time 
of  the  reformation,  while  the  learned  are  every 
where  receding  farther  from  them ;  they  being 
snore  k^w^  /  ^=..ve,  and  more  enlightened  th:in 
ifce  umaqurnng  vulgar.  But  ftill,  if  any  man 
^^fliautd.  ^'cofmfc  fimply  to  enquire  whar  were 
^  the  opioior-  loll  generally  received  in  this 
I^QUatjy  a  vc.iwJry  ago  (which  waa  about  the 
^r  ipace 
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fpacetiiat  intervened  between  Yl&qr  and  chetinme 
of  the  apoftle's)  %Ve  Ihould  think  him  very  abfurd; 
if  he  Ihould. look  for  them  among  the  learned, 
rather  than  among  the  common  people.  We 
have  experience  enough  of  the  difficulty  with 
which  the  bulk  of  the  common  people  arc 
brought  to  rclinquifli  the  faith  of  their  an-» 
cefiors. 

Is  if,   then,  at  all  probable  -  that  when  the 
doftrine   of  the  firtiple  humanity  6f   Chriftis 
acknowledged  to  have  been  held  by  the  Idiotdi^ 
or  common  people,    and  who  are  exprefsly  faid 
to  have   been  the  greater  part  of  the  believers 
(7najor  credentiufn  pars)   this    fliould   not    have 
been   the  general  opinion  a  century  before  that 
time,   but  on  the  contrary  that  of  the  deity  of 
Chrift,    which    was    held    by    Tertullian,    ai^d 
other  learned  chriftians ;   and  who  fpeak  of  the 
common   people   as   being  Jhocked  (expavefcunt) 
at  their  doftrine  ?     Sufficient   caufc  may  be  af- 
figned  why  the  learned   in  that  age  fhould  be 
inclined    to   adopt    any   opinion    which    would 
advance  the   perfonal    dignity   of  their  mafter, 
and   the  fame  caufes  would  produce  the  fame 
cffeft  among  the  common  people,  but  it  would 
be  more  flowly,  and  require  more  time,  as  ap- 
pears to  have   been  the  fad. 

Let  any  pcrfon  of  common  fenfe  then  judge 
between  thcfe  antient  Unitarians,  with   refpcft 

to 
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to  the  probable  account  of  their  origin  and  aa-* 
tiquity,  and  EufebiuSj  or  his  author. 

That  Eufebius  himfclf  fliould  take  fo  violent 
a  part  as  he  always  does  againft  thefe  antieni 
Unitarians,  is  not  diificuk  to  be  accounted  for. 
He  himfclf  was  ftxongly  fufpefted  of  Arianifm, 
at  a  lin^e  in  which  the  Athanafian  doflrine  wa$ 
moft  prevalent,  and  though  a  learned  man,  he 
was  not  of  the  firmeft  tone  of  mind.  In  thefc 
circumftanccs,  he  would  naturally  make  the  mofl: 
of  fuch  pretenfions  to  orthodoxy  as  he  had,  and 
Would  be  inclined  to  fliew  his  zeal  by  invedivcs 
againft  thofe  who  were  more  heretical  than 
himfclf.  This  we  fee  illu  ft  rated  every  day.  This 
was  the  caufe  why  many  of  the  reformers  fronfi 
popery  joined  with  the  papifts  in  the  perfeco- 
tion  of  thofe  who  were  dcfiious  of  carrying 
the  reformation  a  litde  farther  than  the mfc Ives. 
This  might,  in  fome,  meafure  contribute  to 
produce  the  zeal  of  the  Calvinifts  againft 
the  Arminians,  that  of  the  Arminians  againft 
the  Arians,  that  of  the  Arians  againft  the  So- 
cinians,  and  that  of  Socinus  himfclf  againft 
Francis  David. 
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SECTION        V^ 

0/  my  being  charged  with  advancing'  that  Jufth$ 
Martyr  was  the  frft  who  fiarted^  the  noiion 
of  Chrlji's  fre-exijlence, 

ANOTHER  heavy  charge  advanced  ag^nli 
me  t,  is,  that  I  have  afferted  that  "  the  no- 
*^  tion  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift  cannot  be 
"  traced  any  higher  than  Juftin  Martyr.*'  Now 
this  is  to  all  intents  and  purpofcs  a  mif-quotation, 
that  part  of  the  fentence  which  was  neceflary  t6 
give  the  true  fenfe  of  what  is  quoted  being  ooiit- 
ted.  It  mufl,  therefore,  neceflarily  miflead  the 
reader;  and  independently  of  that,  it  is  a  mani- 
feit  ntifreprefentation  of  xny.opioioDy  not  only 
fimply  mentioned,  but  frequently  urged,  and  en- 
larged upon  in  the  courfc  of  the  work. 

I  have  no  where  faid  that  Jimple  fre^exijlence 
was  never  afcribed  to  Jefus  Chrift  before  Juftin 
Martyr.  I  muft  have  been  a  child  in  ecclefii- 
aftical  hiftory,  and  fhannefuUy  inconfiftent  with 
myfelf,  if  I  had  faid  any  fuch  thing.  The 
do6lrine  of  the  pre-exiftence  was  *  certainly  that 
of  the  Gnoftics  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles  them- 
felves,  and  is  always  reprefentcd  by  me  as  fuch. 
What  1  fay  is  that,  "  we  find  nothing  like  divi- 
•*  nity  afcribed  to  Chrift  before  Juftin  Martyrs*' 
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and  though,  in  one  particular  fentencej  I  mcii-* 
tioned  frc-€Kifienc€y  as  what  we  cannot  with  cer- 
tainty trace  any  highefj  it  is  in  conjunftion  with  di- 
vinity and  nQtJeparately^  as  it  is  here  exhibited.  The 
Wholt  fentencc  t^  as  follows : "  Whether  Juftin  Mtr- 
"  tyr  was  the  very  firft  who  (larted  the  notjt  n  of 
«  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  and  of  \\i%  fupcr-an- 
*^  gelic  or  divine  naturci  is  not  certain^  but  we 
are  not  able  to  trace  it  any  higher  J*  Had  the 
digunftive  or  been  ufed  inftead  of  and  (which 
would  have  implied  that  neither  the  opinion  of 
the  divinity,  nor  that  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift, 
were  prior  to  Juftin)  a  reader  of  comnrjon  fenfe 
and  candour  would  have  leen  that  it  mufl:  have 
been  mlfprinted.  My  reference  to  both  the  opi- 
nions by  the  pronoun  iV,  which  is  in  the  fingular 
number,  fufficiently'fbews  that,  however  impro- 
per and  unguarded  /the  espreflion  may  happen 
to  be,  I  could  not  really  mean  to  confider  the 
two  opinions  fcparately. 

But  my  critlcifer,  inftead  of  making  any  al- 
lowance for  a  calual  ungrammatical  conftruftion, 
and  of  afcertaining  my  meaning  by  comparing 
one  expreflion  with  another,  has  abfolutely  tor- 
tured my  language,  in  order  to  make  me  con* 
tradift  myfclf;  and  has  even  employed  more 
than  one  page  out  of  fix  only  of  his  own  compo- 
fing  to  confute  an  opinion  of  which  my  hiftory 

X  VoK  I,  p,  32. 
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itfclf  is  a  much  fuller  refutation.  This*  conduft 
admits  of  no  apology  even  in  a  profcffed  anfwcrcr 
of  a  book,  and  much  lefs  in  a  reviewer,  who. 
ihould  exhibit  a  fair  and  impartial  account  of 
the  work  before  him. 

-  In  anotherpaflage  which  this  writer  has  not  over- 
looked, for  he  has  quoted  it  p.  518,  though  with- 
out any  particular  notice,  I  have  evidently  confi- 
dered  Juftin  Martyr's  idea  of  pre-exiftencc  as 
out /pedes  of  z  genus.  It  is  as  follows*  "  This 
^^  writer  even  fpeaks  of  his  own  opinion  of  the 
'*  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift  (and  he  is  the  firft  that 
"  we  certainly  know  to  have  maintained  it  on  the 
^^  principles  on  zvhicb  rV  was  generally  received 
^^  afterwards)  at  a  doubtful  one,  and  by  no 
5^  means  a  neceflary  article  of  chriftian  faith/' 
Here  I  evidently  refer  to  his  idea  of  the  rper- 
fonification  of  the  Logos  of  the  Father,  which 
was  a  kind  of  pre-exijience  quite  diftinft  from 
that  of  the  GnofVics,  who  preceded  him.  Let 
any  one  prove  this  opinion  of  the  perfonifica* 
tion  of  the  Logos  to  have  been  held  by  any 
perfon  before  Juftin  Martyr.  If  he  can  (and 
I  have  not  expreffed  myfelf  pofitively  on  the 
fubjeft)  he  will  ftill  be  far  from  proving  that 
it  was  the  doftrine  of  the  apoftles  j  and  whether 
the  innovation  took  place  a  little  earlier,  or  a 
little  later,  it  will  make  no  difference  with  re* 
fpcft  to  my  principal  objcd. 

•  P.  17. 
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As  this  mirreprefentation  affcfts  one  pnnci-* 
pal  part  of  the  great  outline  of  my  work,  1 
ft  all  take  this  opportunity  of  drawing  ic  more 
diftinSIjr,  for  the  benefit  of  my  readers  m 
general. 


I 


What  I   have  matntiined  In  my  late  fBfitry 
ef  vpiffhns  c&ncerning  Chrijl^  and  what  I  do   not 
find  to  have  been  much,  if  at   all,  infifted  upon 
before,  is,  that  the  exaltation  of  the  perfon  of  1 
Jefus  Chrift  began  with  the  GnolVics,  who  main- 
tained the  doftrinc  of  the  pre-exitlence  of  all 
human   fouls,    as   independent    created    fpirits> 
capable  of  animating  human  bodies.     This  error  V 
began  in  the  time  of  the  Tipoftles,  and  is  known 
to  be  referred  to  by  John.     When  this  notion 
Was   exploded  I    another,    which   1  cannot  trace 
any   higher  than  Juflin  Martyr,   mm   adopted, 
and  this  was  the    perprnficaHm    of    the    hapf 
of  the   Father,  which  was  a  thing  quite  diftind 
from     the    doftrine  of   the  Gnoftics,    fo  that 
the  patrons  of  each  were  continually  combating 
one  another.     The  pre-cxiftent  fpirits,  or  Mmi^^ 
of  the  Gnoftics  were  fuppofed  to  have  cxifted  an 
indefinite  time  before  the  creation  of  the  worldi 
ivhereas   the  perfonification   of  the  Logos  wai 
reprefented,  by  the  firft  advocates  of  it,  as  a  thing 
that  took  place  immediately  before  that  event, 
-and  with  a  view  to  it.     The  peculiar  dodrinc  df 
Arius   was,    in  my  opinion,  clearly  fubfequent 
to  this ;  and  it  was  after  them  all  that  the  perfon- 
ification 
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ificacion  of  the  Logos,  being  carried  farther  back, 
namely  to  all  eternity,  led  to  the  prefcnt  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity,  confiding  of  three  perfons  in  the 
Godhead,  pcrfeftly  equal  with  refpedl  to  eterni- 
ty, and  ail  divine  attributes. 

iRftead  of  holding  out  to  the  view  of  the 
readers  this  great  outline  of  the  firft  part  of  my 
work,  on  which  alone  he  has  defcanted,  my 
critic  charges  me  with  afferting  that  the  fimple 
pre-cxiftcnce  of  Chrift  was  not  known  before 
Juftin  Martyr;  which  fliews  that  he  never  once 
formed  a  right  conception  of  what  he  under- 
took to  exhibit. 

As  to  the  epiftles  of  Ignatius,  Iconfider  them 

all,  the  lefsy  as  well  as  the    greater^    as   being 

cither  wholly  fpurious,  or  fo  corrupted,  as  not  to 

be  quoted  with  f^fety  ;    and  I  am  far  from  being 

.  original  or  Angular  in  this  opinion. 

Dr.  Lardner,  who  thinks  that  the  fmaller  epif- 
tles are  in  the  main  genuinCy  faysf,  "  If  there  be 
«« only  fpme  few  fentiments  and  expreflions 
**  which  fcem  inconfiftent  with  the  true  age  pf 
**  Ignatius,  it  is  more  rcafonablc  to  fiippofe  them 
<«  to  be  additions,  than  to  rejeft  the  epiftles 
«*  themfelves  entirely  >  efpecially  in  this  fcarcity 
^*  of  copies  which  we  labour  under.     As  the  in- 

+  Credibility,  vol.  I,  p.  154. 
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^' terpolations  of  the  larger  epiftles  are  plainly 
^'  the  work  of  fotne  Arian^  fo  even^the  fmaller' 
"  epiftles  may  have  been  tampered  with  by  die 
^'  Arians,  or  the  orthodox^  or  both,  though  I  do 
^'  not  affirm  that  there  ^re  in  them  any  confidei^ 
**  able  corruptions  or  alterations/' 

Salmafiusj  BlondeU  and  Dullej.  are  decided 
that  all  the  epiftles  are  fpurious  1  and  Le  JSueuTi. 
after  giving  an  account  of  the  whole  matter^  dys 
that  the  laft  of  them^  viz.  Mr.  Daille,  has  clearly 
proved  that  the  firft,  or  fmall  colle&ion  of  Igntr 
tius's  epiftlesj  was  forged  about  the  beginning  of 
the  fourth  century,  or  200  years  after  the  death 
of  Ignatius,  and  that  the  fecond,  or  lai^r  cbl- 
leftion,  was  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  Gxth 
century  *. 

Is  this  then  ail  authority  to  be  quoted  fb 
decifively  againft  me,  as  to  be  preceded  by, 
"  We  will  endeavour  to  anfiver  f  Dr.  Prieftlcj^ 
"  upon  grounds  lefs  liable  to   be  queftioned," 

♦  Sueur,   A.  D.   107. 

t  The  reader  will  cafily  perceive  that  thefe  animadver- 
fions  on  my  work  are  very  iihproperly  called  a  r#w#«« 
They  are  a  profeffed  an/iuer,  and  yet  the  writer  docs  not 
fo  much  as  mention  the  arguments  on  which  1  lay  the  great- 
ell  ftrefs.  Can  any  thing  be  more  evidently  calculated  td 
injure  a  work,  and  to  miflead  the  reader  with  reipe^toitf 
Jt  is  plum'ng  himfelf  on  the  viftory,  before  he  has  eret 
ventured  to  make  the  attack;  having  only  ay  it  were 
fkirmilhed  at  a  diHancQ,  and  even  that  without  gaining  anr 
real  advantage, 

(  meaning 
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(rhcaningthan  that  of  the  hymns  ufcd  by  chrUt* 

ians  in    early    times)    by   "  the  pofuive    teftir 

5*  mony  of  writings  which  he  will   hardly  aflcrt 

5*  were  penned  after  Juftin  Martyr  f*"      I  am 

/not  afhamed   however  to   aflcrt  this   after  fuch 

'  refpeftable     authorities    as    I     have    mentioned 

above ;   and   I  challenge    this   writer    to  prove 

that  the   paflage  he  has  quoted   from  Ignatius 

.  -was  not  penned  after  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr. 

If  any    paflage  in  thcfe  epiftles  be  fpurious, 

jl    ihoi^ld  not  hcfitate  to  pronounce  this  to  be 

one.     Such  language  as   "  fleflily  and  fpiritual, 

*\  made  and  not  made,  God  incarnate,  real  life 

•*  in   death,  begotten  of  Mary  and  of  Gpd,  ia 

*^  one  refpe£^  liable. to  fuffering,  and  in.  another 

**  incapable  of  it,"  favours  ftrongly  of  a  much 

later  age  than  that  of  Ignatius.     It  is  nothing 

but  controverfy  that   teaches   fuch  definite  and 

^guarded  language  as  this.     It  could  not,  I  think 

precede  the  Arian  controverfy;  and  this  agrees 

very  well  with  the  date  afligned  to  thofe  epiftles 

.by  Mr.  Dailie,  which  is  after  the  council  of  Nice. 

I  fhould  almoft  as  foon  think  that  Ignatius  com.- 

pofed  the  Athanafian  creed,  as  this  quaint  fcn- 

tcnce.     They  are  much  in  the  (clxwz  ftyle.     My 

.critic  adds,  *^  there  are  other  paflTages  in  the  writ- 

*'  ings   of  this    moft   antient   father,   which  are 

*^  equally  expreflive  of  the  two  natures  of  Chrift, 

^'  but  we  think  this  fully  ftifficient  to  confute  Dr. 

*'  Prieftley's  aflfertion,  without  troubling  the  rea>- 

**  der  with  any  more  quotations." 
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Ignatius  not  being  quoted  bjr  Eu(iiAi«s»  :jor  hii 
author,  among  mtient  wkth^rUm  for  the  dddrine 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  is  alone  %  faflkacAt 
proof  that  no  fuch  pafl|go'as  chb  wait,  to  be 
found  in  the  epiftles  of  igmuiys  in  luatiMK^  .  If 
this  writer  did  not  know  di«t  the  gtnuineneiSi  of 
thefe  epilUcs  of  Ignatius  Wtas  qudtioncd,  he 
ought  iioc  to  write  on  thefe*  fubjefiB,  and-  if  he 
did  know  it^  it  was  dilingenuous  not  to  .men- 
don  it. 

As  to  the  paflage  which /ny  critic  Quotes  from 
Barnabas,  he  himfelf  acknowledges  (but  in  an 
ironical  nianner,  unworthy  of  the  ferioufnefi  of 
the  argument)  that  it  may  be  explained  m  a  Icnle 
conflltent  with  the  Socinian  doftrine,  as  well  as 
fomepaflages  of  ftripturc.  I,  however,  am  a 
Socinian,  and  I  fcriiple  not  to  fay,  that,  in  my 
opinion,  the  interpretations  of  fcripturc  which 
he  ridicules  are  the  only  juft  and  natural  ones: 
but  this  is    not  a  place  for  that  argument. 

It  is  true  that  I  have  quoted  the  epiftle  of  Bar- 
nabas without  faying  any  thing  about  its  au- 
thenticity. In  reality,  I  do  not  know  what  to 
think  of  it,  and  my  critic  muft  know  that  the 
genuinenefs  of  it  has  been  much  difputed.  The 
paflage,  however,  which  he  quotes  is  from  that 
part  of  it,  of  which  we  have  only  an  old  Latin 
verfion,  and  this  he  has  not  rightly  rranflated.  It 
is  d\e  ante  c^nfittutionem  Jeculi^  which  is  not  pro- 
perly leforc  tkc  hegiming  af  the  wcrU^  but  en  tie 

day 
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day  hifare  iV.  Now  the  notion  of  the  Father 
fpeaking  to  the  Son  on  the  very  day  before  the 
creation  favours,  I  think,  of  a  later  age  than  that 
of  Barnabas*  Let  ^ny  thing  like  this  be  produc- 
ed from  the  fcriptures.  If  this  be  2^plairr,  it  is,  J 
thinkj  a  fufpicipus  declaration  of  iipe  pre-^xtfiencc 
^/  Qhrifi. 


SECTION        VI. 
Of  the  doStrine  of  ibe  miraculous  conception^ 

IN  exprefling  my  opinion  concerning  the 
prevalence  of  the  doftrine  of  the  fimple 
huntianity  of  Chrift,  I  m^kc  a  limitation,  fay- 
ing, *^  This  language  has  all  the  appearance 
*^  of  an  apology  for  an  opinion  contrary  to 
*'  the  general  and  prevailing  one ;  as  that  of 
*^  the  humanity  of  Chrift  (at  leaft  with  the 
*^  belief  of  the  miraculous  conception)  pro- 
**  bably  was  in  his  time."  This  my  criticifer 
calls  y^  a  very  great  inconfiftency,"  *  "  the  Dr, 
he  fays,  "  has  no  right  to  affert  his  at  leaft 
"  with  the  belief  of  a  miraculous  conception. 
"  The  infertion  iS  intirely  arbitrarjs  and  thofc 
"  who  know  lefs  of  the  author's  charafter  than 
**  we  do,  and  may  not  have  the  fame  well 
*'  grounded  affurance  of  his  integrity,  may 
^*  ppffibly    be    led   to  imagine  that  he    intro- 

•  P.  522. . 
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^^  duced  thofe  words  otXj  to  ^ve  fome.  icjm. 
<«  lounble  pretext  to  hit  own  principles.^    .. 

In  all  that  I  have  read  of  controverfial 
writing,  I  hardly  recoUeA  any  iDftance  of  a 
more  groundlefs  and  perverfe  mifrpprefentacion 
of  a  writer's  obvious  meaning  than  thist  on. 
which  fo  loud  an  exclamation  is  founded. 
For  what  can  be  more  evident  than  that  I 
do  not  ufe  thefe  words  as  thofe  of  Juftin 
Martyr^  but  only  as  exprelfive  of  an  opinion 
of  my  cwMt  formed  from  all  the  cir,cumilan- 
ces  put  together.  And  certainly  I  have  a  full 
l-ight  to  introduce  whatever  claufe  I  pleafe  in« 
to  any  fentcnce  of  dy  own,^  provided  that, 
as  in  this  cafe,  I  make  myfelf  only:  an^er* 
able  for  the  .propriety  of  It. 

The  reafon  why  I  was  inclined  to  think  that 
the  doftrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  was 
pretty  generally  received  by  the  Ebionites  in  the 
time  of  Jnftin,  was,  that  Iienaeus  paffes  no  cen- 
fure  on  any  that  believed  that  doftrine.  But  it 
may  perhaps,  with  more  probability  be  infer- 
red, that  becaufe  neither  Juftin  Martyr  nor  Ire- 
nacus  fpeak  of  any  othet  Ebionites  than  thofe 
who  maintained  that  Chrift  was  the  proper  fon  of 
Jofcph,  the  doftrine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion had  not  gained  any  ground  even  among 
them  till  a  later  period.  I  find  no  mention  of 
/u'o  kinds  of  Ebionites  before  Origen.  I*  re- 
peat   it,    however,    as   my    real  opinion,   that 

the 
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^-rthat  the    doftrine  of  the  hunpianity   of  Chriff 

zi  (at  Icaft  with  the  belief  of  the  miraculous  con* 

ception)   was  the  more  general  faith  of  chrift- 

.  ians   in  the   time   of  Juftin  Martyr.     Now  let 

.^  the  reader  judge  what   occafion  there  was  for 

-.  the  fevere  ftriftures  on  this  paffage  that  I  have 

quoted    above.      In    general,   I    believe   it    is 

thought    that   I    exprcfs   myfelf    fo  as    to    be 

underftoodj    at   leaft   I   endeavour    to  do    fo» 

but  I  can  never  undertake  to  guard  my  mean-: 

ing  from  fuch   unaccountable  conftrudions  as 

thefc. 

As  to  the  doftrine  of  the  miraculous  conception 
itfelf,  it  is  not,  in  fact,  of  any  more  gonfequence 
to  the  Socioiaqi  j;han  it  is  to  the  Arian  or  the 
A^anafian  hypothecs  ;  for  it  is  no  impedir 
ment  to  the  uniQn  of  the  Arian,  or  the  Atha* 
nafian  Logos,  to  the  human  nature  of  ChrijQl^ 
that  his  body  was  derived  from  Jofeph.  JFor 
any  thing  that  we  can  judge,  a  man  produced 
in  the  natural  way  was  juft  as  proper  for  thfe 
refidence  of  this  heavenly  inhabitant,  as  one 
made  on  purpofe;  and  if  it  was  fit  that  Chrift 
ihould  have  a  human  nature  at  all,  it  may  be 
fuppofed  to  have  been  equally  fit,  that  he 
jQiould  have  a  prcper  human  nature  \  differing 
as  little  as  poflfible  from  that  of  bis  bretbrej{^ 
as  we  are  called.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
more  reafon  why  the  Arians  or  Athanafians, 
Ihould  be  more  attached  to  the  belief  of  the 
miraculous     conception,    than    the    Socinians« 

The 
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The  doctrine  ttfclf  conneAs  equally  welU  ©f 
equally  ilt,  with  any  panicuUr  hypoihcfis  con- 
cemiiig  the  nature  of  Chrift. 

But  it  is  an  objection  wbi^h  affeds  th« 
Artan  hypothefis  only,  that  upon  their  fchcmc 
Chrift  is  properly,  and  with  refpcft  to  hii 
pcrfoji  an  Unique  in  the  creation  \  there  being  nn 
€hjs  QT /peeks  of  fuch  beings,  at  leafl  as  far  as  wc 
are  informed  of;  a  being  created  on  purpofe  to 
be  the  maker  of  all  things  under  God,  or  the 
medium  of  all  his  communications  to  man- 
kind!  Whereas,  upon  the  Socinian  hypothefis, 
Chrifl,  with  refpeft  to  \m  perfon,  is  no  proper 
Unique^  though  produced  in  a  fuper-nattiril 
way  ;  becaufe,  when  produced,  he  wau  precvfcly 
of  the  fame  cla/s  and  rank  with  ocher  men>  who, 
in  themfelves  confidercd,  were  fully  equal  to  him 
in  all  refpefts.  Was  Adam  lefs  properly  a  msn^ 
and  an  Unique,  merely  becaufe  the  manner  of  bis 
produSlon  was  fo  ?  It  is  therefore  a  very  unfair 
reprefentation  that  the  Reviewer  gives  of  this  bu- 
finefs  in  his  note*:  He  might  as  well  fay  that 
Enoch  and  Elijah  were  Uniques,  becaufc  there 
was  fomeching  peculiar  in  tkeir  manner  of  going 
out  of  the  world,  as  that  Chrift  was  fo,  becaufc 
there  was  fomething  peculiar  in  his  manner 
of  conting  into   it. 

Should  I   have  any  controverfy  with  a  Jew, 
I  fhould   not    feel  myfelf    at  all  cmbarralTcd 

with 
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^vith  this  circumftance  of  the  miraculous  cpncep* 
tion ;  as  I  fhould  not  hcficate  to  follow  the  exam* 
pie  of  the  candid  Juftin  M^^tyr  with  rdpcA  to 
II  i  telling  him,  that  he  was  at  full  liberty  to 
think  as  he  fhould  fee  reafon  to  da  on  that 
fubjed ;  and  that  he  might  be  as  good  a  chriftiati 
as  the  Ebionites  were  before  him»  thpugh  he 
fhould  believe  no  more  of  the  miraculous  cqd^ 
ception  than  they  had  dqne* 
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MiJcellaneoHs  Articles^ 

I. 

ID  O  acknowledge  that  I  have  inidverCendjr 
made  Viftor  the  fuccefibr  of  Zephyrinus^ 
but  it  is  certainly  of  little  confequence>  and 
the  miftake  may  be  rectified  without  any  in- 
jury to  my  argument.  I  remember  that  the 
paflage  ftood  right  when  it  was  firft  printed^ 
but  was  altered,  I  cannot  recollcft  how,  or 
why,  in  the  proof  ftiect.  Men  of  much  buB- 
ifefs,  and  of  a  very  little  candour,  will  ea(ily 
cxcufe  a  flip  of  this  kind, 

IL 

I  alfo  cannot  now  account  for  my  iaying 
that  Hermas  is  not  quoted  by  Irenasus,  When 
it  was  a  thing  that  I  could  not  but  have  ob- 
ferved,  or  read  of.  This,  however,  is  of  little 
moment.    Andj  in  h%  the  miftake  is  not  io 

great 
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great  as  it  fcems  to  be*  ^For  Hcrmas  is  noC 
quoted  by  name  'in  IrtnseuSj  and  wht* n  all  the 
fcircomft^nces  are  confidered,  I  even  think  ic 
may  admit  of  fome  daubt  whether  the  Ihnrc 
paffiige  that  Irenaeus  does  cite  was  intended 
by  him  for  a  quotation  from  Hermas,  The  1 
Whole  paffage  is  as  follows  *,  **  The  fcrip-'  ■ 
**  turc  therefore  well  fays^  In  the  firft  place 
*^  believe  that  there  is  one  God,  who  created 
"  and  cftabliftied  all  things,  nnaking  them  out 
**  of  nochingi"  and  that  paiTage  is  foxind  in 
the  paftor*  of  Hermas,  ||  but  we  have  only  a 
Latin  tranflation  of  HermaSj  and  therefore  can- 
not be  quite  <urc  that  the  w^rds  were  the  very 
fame,  and  the  fenfr  of  them  is  certainly  found 
in  wh^t  is  properly  caUed  ihe  /cripun  \  and 
J  do  not  know  that  Irenteus  ever  quotes  any 
other  book  by  this  tide  except  thofc  which 
we  now  charaderize  in  that  manner.  He  quotes 
no  other  author,  1  believe,  without  either  his 
name,  or  fome  title,  or  circumftance,  fufficient- 
ly  defcriptjve  of  him.  However,  I  do  not  in- 
^ffift  Mupon   this,  and  fhali .  corredk  the  paffage. 

TertuUian  fays  of  this  work  of  Hermas  ^ 
ab  omni  concilio  Eccleftarum  inter  apocrypha  etfalfa 
judicatur.  It  is  reje£le^  as  fpurtous  by  all  the 
councils  of  the' churches. 

III. 

With  refpeft  to  the  Alogiy  the  Reviewer  fays,  J 

"  why  (hould  it  be  doubted    that  there  were 

•  Lib.  4,  cap.  37,  p.  330.         ||  Lib.  2,  Maftd,  i. 

§  Dc  Pudicida  cap.  10,  p.  563,         J  P.  521, 

"  heretics 


I^B^g         -^ I  '^  § 


•     toncirning   Cbrifii:^  4.J 

^^  heretics  in  the  time  of  Epiphanius  who  re- 
^^  jcftcd  the  gofpel  of  St.  John  ?  Were  there  not 
*^  heretics  in  his  day,  and  long  before,  who  re- 
*^  jefted  other  books  of  the  New  Teftamcnc  ? 
"  Dr.  PrJeftley's  conjefture  will  not  be  earil7» 
*^  admitted.  The  contrary  fuppofition  is  na-. 
"  tural  a  priori,  and  it  has  the  fupport  of 
''  hiftory  too." 

> 
I  afk,  of  what  hiftory  before,  and  in  faft, 
befides,  that  of  Epiphanius.  It  is  fufficiently 
evident  that  there  could  not  have  been  anjr 
who  rejefted  all  the  writings  of  John  before 
the  time  of  Eufebius,  who  confiders  very  par- 
ticularly the  objeclions  that  had  been  made  to 
the  genuineneik  of  the  other  books  i  and  that 
the  fame  /ilogi  (hould  rejefb  thefe  books  af- 
ter the  time  of  Eufebius,  and  not  before,  is 
highly  improbable.  Epiphanius  himfelf  afcribes 
this  rejection  to  the  jilogi  in  general,  and  not 
to  thofc  of  his  time  only  -,  and  he  fuppofet 
the  herefy  of  the  /ilogi  to  have  been  an  old 
one,  of  which  that  of  Thcodotus  was  ||.. 
branch. 

As  to  the  tcftimony  of  Epiphanius,  efpeci- 
ally  concerning  thofe  againft  whom  he  writes 
with  fo  much  inveteracy,  I  own  it  weighs  no 
more  with  me  than  it  did  with  Le  Clerc,  whole 
opinion  of  this  writer  may  be  fccn  in  his  eo- 

clefiaftical 
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clefuftieal   hiftory  f*     ^^^  ^s  certainly  the  leaft 
lo  be  depended  upon  of  any  of  the  fathers. 

The  Reviewer  adds,  "  was  there  nor  a  mo- 
•*  dern  dtfciplc  of  Artemon  who  rejcfted^  if 
*'  not  the  whole  of  St.  John's  gofpcl,  yet  the 
**  introduftion  to  it  ?  It  is  but  proceeding  a 
*'  ftep  farther  to  pronounce  the  whole  to  be 
<'  fpurious/* 

ThotTgh  a  Socmian  myfclf,  I  do  not  hold 
itiyfelf  obliged  to  defend  what  has  been  ad- 
vanced by  any  other  Socinian,  Like  men  who 
think  for  themfelves  we  differ  as  much  as  others 
who  go  by  the  fame  coinmon  name.  But  cer- 
tainly this  cenfure  is  illiberal  and  unjuft.  On 
what  grounds,  S»  Crellius  rejefted  the  iotto* 
du&ion  of  St.  John,  I  cannot <  tell.  His  grand- 
father, the  famous  John  CrelHus,  did  not.  But 
it  has  always  been  deemed  a  fufficient  objeo^ 
tion  to  the  genuinenefs  of  any  writing,  that  \x, 
contains  opinions  which,  from  other  evidence, 
«ppear  not  to  have  been  thofc  of  the  age  in 
which  it  was  fuppofed  to  have  been  written. 
So  far  am  I  from  rejefting  this  introduftion, 
that  I  think  it  inexplicable  except. upon  So« 
cinian  principles.  However,  between  re}e6lii)g 
this  introduSlionj  and  rejeding  the  whole  go/pel y 
there  are  many  more  fteps,  or  a  much  larger 
ft«p,  than  my  Reviewer  fcems  to  imagine.     I 


^ 
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hope  this  writer  did  not  mean  to  infmuate  that 
Socinians  in  general  make  fo  little  accoi3nt  of 
tJie  gofpcls,  or  any  pare  of  them,  that  there 
is  but  a  fmail  ftep  between  them  and  unbe- 
Kevcrs ;  though  by  fome  he  may  be  £>  un- 
derftood. 


CONCLUSION. 

THUS   have  I  prefentcd  my  readers  with 
a  fair    and    candid  ftare  of  the  charges 
which    have   been    brought  agaitift  my  Hiftory 
af  the  Corruptions  of  Cbriftianity  i  and  I  think  I 
have  made  it  appear,  that  all  the  real  overfights 
are  of  very  little  confequence,  and  may  be  eafily 
reftified  without  the  leaft  injury  to  my  argu- 
ment in  any  one  place.     I  therefore  leave  it  with 
my  readers  to  determine  whether  there  was  any  juft 
caufe  for  fuch  vehem,ent  exclamation  as  that  with 
which  the  critic  begins  his  remarks.    ^*  When 
*'  we  review  the  paffages  we  have  now  tranfcribed, 
*^  we  arc  equally  grieved  and  aftonifhed.     Peri-^ 
"  culofmn  eft  in  Limine  offendere]  We  are  grieved 
^*  to  fee  a  writer  of  Dr.   Prieftlcy^s  eminence, 
^^  and  who  hath  long  ftood  very  high,  even  in 
^*  the  opinion  of  his  enemies,  for  integrity  of 
^*  charafter,  laying  himfcJf  fo  open  to  the  charge 
**  of  perverfion  and  mif-reprefentation.     We  arc 
"  aftonifhed  at  his  rafhncfs,  though  we  know 
^*  that  great  zeal  doth  not  always  liften'  to  the 
'*'  more  fcrupulous  diftates   of  prudence.     But 

common 
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'^  common  fcnfc  fhould  at  kaft  teach  it  to  pre-^ 
**  fcrve  a  decent  appearance  ;  and  in  matters 
^  that  fall  within  the  circle  of  hiftory,  and  where 
**  invention  can  have  no  play,  a  writer  Ihotrld 
'5  be  careful  not  to  give  his  enemies  caufc  for 
*^  exultation  by  poGtive  aflertions,  which  arc  not 
*\  only  witboui  proof,  but  in  direB  oppfitkn  to 
*^  ic.  We  hope  that  Dr,  Prieftley  will  not  think 
**  that  we  are  became  his  enemies  for  fpeaking 
"  the  truth.  He  is  the  lafl"  per  fun  that  can  with 
**  any  grace,  complain  of  a  freedom  of  this  fort* 
"  He  often  invites  it  with  an  earneftnefs  which 
"  fhews  that  he  is  not  afraid  of  it.  Wc  rely  on 
*^  his  candour  for  the  freedom  wc  now  take  with 
**  him  i  and  if  that  fiiould  prove  to  be  lefs  in 
«  power  than  it  is  in  farm  (which,  however  we 
*'  do  not  think  will  be  the  cafe)  we  fliall  reft 
*^  fatisfied  with  the  integrity  of  our  own  mo- 
*^  tives/'  Such  an  attempt  to  alarm  the  public, 
and  pxcjudice  the  minds  of  their  readers  againft  it^ 
ought  certainly  to  have  hadfomc  better  foundation. 

As  to  this  writer's  integrity^  I  do  not  call  it  in 
queftion  ;  but  am  very  willing  to  account  for 
his  miftakes  and  mif-rcprefentations  on  princi- 
ples fimilar  to  thofc  on  which,  with  fomc  de- 
gree of  candor,  he  accounts  for  what  he  fuppo- 
fed  to  be  mine.  Every  efFeft  muft  have  an  ad- 
equate caufe,  and  I  cannot  account  for  this  wri* 
ter's  very  fevere  and  highly  unjuft  treatment  of 
my  book  without  fuppcfmg  that  he  looked  in- 
to it  (from  what  cauie  I  cannot  divine)  with 

a  very 
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t  vtry  eager  defire  to  find  fault  with  iej  and 
to  expofe  it.  A  good  natured  critic  niight 
have  pointed  out  the  fanne  overfights,  and  havti 
fliewn  how  they  might  be  correfted  without 
iiny  real  injury  to  the  work. 

It  is  not  eafyi  in  a  work  of  fuch  extent^ 
the  materials  for  which  were  neceffarily .  col- 
lefled  at  different  times;  to  put  the  whole  to- 
gether (whert  fomc  of  the  fz&s,  and  the  evidence  , 
of  them  muft  have  be^h  in  part  obliterated 
from  the  ihind)  without  making  inconfiderable 
miftakes.  No  firft  edition  of  any  large  hiftorical 
work  was  ever  free  from  them.  All  thefe  I 
ihall  be  as  folicitous  to  reftify  as  any  per- 
fon  can  be  to  find  them  out  1  and  eveiy  inti- 
mation df  this  kind  I  fKall  willingly  receivej 
whether  it  cbmes  from  a  friend  or  a  foi. 

I  have  already  drawn  oiit  i  lift  of  fiich  Or- 
feSlions  and  Additions  as  I  think  of  any  con- 
fequencei  and  if  there  be  another  edition  of  the 
work,  I  may  perhaps  alter  the  conftfuaion  of 
fome  other  paffages  which  readers  of  the  fame  turii 
with  this  Reviewer  may  niifundcrftand.  But 
I  cannot  pretend  to  write  for  fiich  readers. 
It  would  bfe  giving^  a  great  deal  of  time  to 
Very  little  purpofe,  and  after  all  nriight  not 
be  effcAual ;  for  it  is  no  uncommon  thing  to 
laboui*  ftylfc  into  obfcurity.  I  write  fqr  the 
bulk  of  readers^  who  have  fome  candour  as 
1^11  a  good  fcrife.    We  do  not  in  this  coun- 

H  try 
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try  build  ovir  houfes  fo  as  to  have  nothing  to 
fear  from  hurricanes  or  earthquakes.  It  ii 
enough  to  guard  them  againft  more  common 
accidents. 

This  Bifiory  of  tbe  G^rrupthns  ef  Cbrifiianiij 
is   a  work   that  I  have   long   had    in    vicwp   I 
confider  it  as  the   moft  ujifuh  and   therefore  I 
wilh   to  make    it    the  moft  ccrnS   of  all   my  \ 
publications.     Nothing  fhall  be  wanting  on  my 
part  to  make  it  fo,  and   I   hope    my   enemies 
will   not   be  wanting  on  theirs.     My  objcft,  I 
truft,  is  truth,     I    fhall   purfue  it   with  fairnefs, 
and  without  fear  of  confequcnces,  and  I  IhaJl 
confider  every  man  as  a£ting  with  me  who  ihall 
aid  mc  in  the  purfuit,     Oppofition  is  whatl  al- 
ways  expefted,  and  in  reality  do  not  diflike.     In- 
deed no  petfon  ought  to  ftcp  into  the  great  am- 
phitheatre of  the  public,  who  is  not  willing  to 
take  his  chance  for  all  accidents  (for  treatment 
fair  and  unfair)  and  who  is  not  prepared  to  meet 
them.     Few  pcrfons  have  been  more  difciplined 
in  this  way  than  mylclf,  and  therefore  I  muft  be 
made  of  bad  materials  indeed^  if  I  be  not  better 
prepared  than  moft  others  for  all  thefc  events. 
It  will  be  happy  if  the  difcipline  of  this  life  in 
general  prepare  me  as  well  for  the  exercifes  of 
another. 

It  may  amufc  fome  of  my  readers  to  be .  in- 

fornrtcd  that,  excepting  a  copyqH^erfes  prefixed 

/tf  ^ai  Peter  Annct's  (hort  hand>  written  when  I  was 

'^  a  fchool 
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a  fchool  boy,  my  firft  cffay  for  the  prefs  was  an 
article  in  the  Monthly  Review  i  fo  that  when 
I  was  twenty  I  was  placed  upon  the  bench,  and 
now  at  fifty  I  Hand  at  the  bar,  and  fometimes 
perhaps  before  fuch  judges  as  I  myfelf  then 
was.  From  this  awful  tribunal,  though  my  real 
merit  has  been  nearly  the  fame,  I  have  (bme* 
times  received  the  moit  virulent  cenfure,  and 
it  others  the  greateft  applaufe,  when  I  have 
been  confcious  to  myfelf  that  I  have  not  been 
entitled  to  either.  But  undue  praife  may  ferve 
to  counterbalance  undue  cenfure. 

As  to  my  literary  reputation^  I  can  truly  fay 
that,  little  as  it  may  be,*  it  is  quite  fufficient 
to  content  me,  and  it  ought  to  be  io^  for  it 
is  fomething  more  than  I  deferve.  I  can  pre-* 
tend  to  no  fuch  fuperior  qualifications  as  my 
prefent  critic,  whether  in  earneft  or  not,  has 
thought  proper  *  to  afcribe  to  me.  Succefs  in 
fuch  purfuits  as  I  have  been  engaged  in,  I 
well  know,  requires  no  great  extent  of  men- 
tal power,  but  God  has  been  ple^fed  to  give 
me  *  an  aftive,  and  I  hope  an  honcft  mind  ; 
and  when  a  man  is  always  bufily  fceking,  with 
his  eyes  fairly  open,  and  efpecially  in  places 
where  others  are  afraid  to  go,  he  will  fome- 
times find  things  worth  looking  for,  and  that 
had  efcaped  more  timid  refcarchcrs. 


•  P.  521. 
D  a 


It 


Of  ihi  otieft   Opmms^  f^c^ 

It  has  pleafed  God,  in  the  courfc  of  his  pi 
vidcnce,  to  open    my   own  eyes,  after  haring 
been   educated    in  all  the  gloom  and  darkne 
of  Calvinifm,  and  I  am  determined  (in  conjunc 
tion  with  my  philofophical  rcfcarchcs)  to  do 
that  I  can  to  open  the  eyes  of  others.     Wit 
this  objcft  in  view,  I  am  ready,  with   the  apoftle, 
to  go  through  evU  report  as  well  as  good  report  j 
and  whatever  of  aftive  life  may  remain  to  me^ 
I   am  rcfolved  to  make  the  moft  of  iti   thci 
being,  as  the  faying  is,  refi  enough  in  the  grave* 
I  have  no  higher  wifli  with  rcfpcft  to  this  life, 
than  to  live  and  die  in    the    various   pyrfui 
in  which  I  am  now  engaged  j   and  I  hope  t 
rife   to  a  fccne  of  equal  aftivity,  and  of  equal- 
ly pleafurable  and  ufeful  purfuits^  in  a  futur* 
life. 


t 


B    K    R    A    T    V    If. 

P.  48, 1.  20,  for  it,  read  tbt  wori. 
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THE 

PREFACE. 

IN  anfwer  to  fomc  who,  I  well  know, 
will  be  ready  to  blame  me  for  replying 
to  charges  proceeding  from  futh  grofs 
ignorance,  and  evident  ma/ignity,  as  thofe 
contained  in  the  Monthly  Review^  I  would 
obfecve,  that  many  perfons  (as  I  fiitcerely 
rejoice  to  find)  are  extremely  anxious  about 
the  progrefs  of  this  controverly,  relating  to 
the  general  opinion  ^oflBe  *prtmiiihe  cbriftians^ 
concerning  the  per/on  of  Cbriji,  as,  with  theai^ 
it  will  be  nearly  decifive  with  refpeft  to 
their  believing  him  to  be  a  man,  or  fome- 
thing  more  than  a  man ;  and  I  think  I  owe 
.them  every  affiftance  that  I  am  able  to  give 
them. 

Many  of  thefe  perfons,  not  having  thf 
proper  authorities  at  hand,  have  it  not  In  their 
power  to  judge  between  my  opponents  and 
me,  except  by  comparing  what  one  writer 
(hall  produce  in  anfwer  to  another  \  and  being 
themfelves  earaefl  fparchers  after  truth,  and 
A  2  men 
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men  of  upright  minds,  they  cannot  cafily 
bring  thcmfclves  to  fufpcft  any  writer  5»f 
grofs  unfairnefs  till  it  is  diftindly  poinBed 
out.  They  arc,  therefore,  ftaggercd  when 
they  hear  things  fo  confidently  afleriedy  ais3  j 
fo  fpecioufly  rcprefertted,  as  they  art  hy  i% 
prcfent  antagoflift.     Now  the  fmall  trouble 

^  of  writing  fuch  a  pamphlet  as  this,  is  a 
trifle,  compared  to  the  fatisfaftion  that  I 
know  I  fhall  give  to  many  perfons  of  the 
defcription  above-*mentioned. 

Befidcs,  preparatory  to  the  large  tJifioriad 
View  of,  opinions  concerning  the  per/on  of 
Cbriji^  which  I  propofc  to  write,  and  for 
which  I  am  collefting  materials,  I  wifli,  by 
everymeans  in  my  power,  to  bring  every  thing 
of  confequence  relating  to  it  to  a  thorough 
difcuflion,  and  to  draw  out,  if  poffible,  every 
latent  objedlion  ;  that  I  may  have  the  whole 
fubjeft,  with  its  proper  evidence,  fairly  be- 
fore me ;  and  controverfy,  when  a  perfon 
has  a  proper  command  of  his  temper,  is  an 
excellent  means  to  that  end. 

I  acknowledge,  however,  that  I  (hould 

not  have  noticed  any  thing  that  has  yet  been 
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advanced  by  Mr.  Badcock  on  this  fubjeft, 
if  it  had  not  been  out  of  regard  to  the  credit 
which  it  derives  from  its  publication  in  the 
Monthly  Review^  and  the  advantage  of  cir- 
culation which  he  has  by  that  means  fc- 
cured.  Befides,  I  am  not  now  anfwering 
an  anonymous  antagonift;  but  a  man  en- 
gaged, by  a  regard  to  his  reputation,  to 
bring  his  charges  to  an  iflue,  by  which 
means  fome  advantage  will  be  gained.  In- 
deed, as  an  anonymous  Reviewer,  the  fol- 
lowing declaration  binds  him  to  an  explicit 
anfwer  to  what  I  here  alledge  in  my  own 
juft  defence,  in  reply  to  his  virulent  ac- 
cufations. 

**  When  attacked  by  fo  formidable  a 
•*  difputant  as  Dr.  Prieftley,  we  could  not 
•*  avoid  defending  ourfelvcs,  as  the  repu- 
•'  tation  of  our  work  was  at  ftake.  If  we 
**  have  obtained  any  advantage  over  our 
*'  learned  opponent,  we  exult  not  in  our 
«*  fuccefs,  but  honeftly  declare,  that  we 
••  wifli  not  to  be  again  called  to  battle  ia 
<*  the  field  of  controverfy,  which  generally 
*•  produces  more  briars  than  laurels.  It 
**  behoves  us,  however,  to  be  always  pre- 
A  3  '*  pared 
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**  pared  to  anfwer  every  unjuft  charge,  and 
*'  to  clear  ourfelves  from  every  afperfian/*f 
Monthly  Review  for  Odober,  1783,  p.  360, 

That  I  may  not^  however,  multiply  thefe 
fmali  pubUcations  unneccirarily,  and  more 
than  the  obje^  of  them  requires,  1  aflurc^ 
thofe  who  have  confidence  in  my  integrity^ 
(for  it  can  fignify  nothing  to  addrefs  thole 
who    confider  me   in   the   light  thai  M 
Badcock  docs)    that  I  fliall   not  write  ij 
this  manner  again,  unlefs  I  receive  Ibmc- 
thing  from  Mr,  Badcock  more  delerving  of 
a  reply  than  any  thing  that  I  have  yet  feen 
come  from  him  on  this   fubjcft  1  though 
I  fliall  certainly  take  fome  early  opportunity 
of  acknowledging  any  miftake,   of  the  leaft 
confequence,   that  I  flial!  be  convinced  I 
have  fallen    into.      I    {hall,    at  leaft,   do 
it  when  I  next  reply  to  Dn  Horfley,  whicK 
I  hope  will  not  be  at  a  diftant  period.     In 
the  mean   time,   I  will,   in    return,    have 
that  confidence  in  my  readers,  that  they 
will  not  be  much  moved  by  any  future  re- 
prefentations  of  Mr.  Badcock,  unlefs  they 
be  more  JpeciouSi  and  more  impofing^    than 
thofe  which  1  have  already  (hewn   to  be 
ihercly  fo. 


THE 


r  n  u 


I  N  T  R  O  D  0  C  t  I  O  N. 


Iflad  not  intended  to  have  taken  any  notice  of 
the  Monthly  Review  of  my  Litters  to  Dn 
ffarflgy,  feeing  nothing  in  it  that,  in  the  fmalleft 
degree,  affefted  my  argument,  or  that  was,  on 
any  other  account,  worthy  of  notice  :  but  finding 
fome  perfons  (though  fufiiciently  fenfible  of  the 
malevolence  with  which  the  charges  againfl:  mt 
are  urged)  rather  ftaggered  with  the  extreme  ioU^ 
ntfs  of  the  affertions,  and  thofe  more  than  iniply- 
ing  a  charge  of  the  groffeft  unfuWnefi  and  injin^ 
€erity  in  my  conduft,  I  have,  at  length,  thought 
proper  to  make  a  few  obfervations  upon  it.     In 
doing  this,   I  think  myfelf  authorized  by  the 
nature^  and  the  almoft  unexampled  infolence  of  the 
attack,  in  mentioning  (what  indeed  is  no  fecret) 
the  name  of  the  Reviewer,  viz.  Mr.  Samuel  Bad- 
cocky  a  diffenting  minifter  at  South  Molton,  in 
Pevonihire }  as  (without  having  directly  or  in- 
direftly  fought  for  it)  I  have  been  informed  fince 
the  publication  of  my  Letters  to  Doffor  Horjky. 
It  was,  indeed,  mentioned  to  me  before ;  but 
when  I  confidered  our  former  friendfhip,  I  did 
pot  give  any  credit  to  the  account.     His  own 

A  4  vanity. 
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vanityj  I  prefume,  on  his  imagined  viaory  cmr 
me,  has  led  him  to  betray  himfelf  As  a  writer, 
no  maiij  I  will  venture  to  fay,  has  been  more 
obfervant  of  punftilio  than  I  have  been  ;  but 
when  a  man's  mGral  tbnra^er  is  arraigned,  as  mine 
very  materially  is,  in  this  publicationj  he  certainly 
has  aright  to  the  name  of  his  accufer,  if  he  can 
come  at  it.  Indeed,  no  man  of  honour  wiU  ad- 
vance fuch  a  charge  againft  another  withoutj  at 
the  fame  time,  giving  his  own  name,  Alfo,  in 
referring  to  my  former  acquaintance  with  Mr. 
Bsdcock,  I  reveal  no  fccret,  for  I  believe  ic  is  ai 
generally  known  as  Mr.  Badcock  himfelf  is,      ^ 

I  fliall  feleft  from  this  Review  the  moll:  plau- 
fible,  and  the  molt  confident  of  all  the  charges, 
as  a  fpecimen  of  the  reft  %  and  let  any  impartial 
perfon,  of  competent  knowledge  of  the  fubj^ft^ 
judge  between  us»  :m 
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SECTION 


I- 


Of  the  Omijfion  of  the  Sentence  in  Juftin  Martyr. 

1H  AD  obferved  that  Juftin  Martyr  treats  th^ 
unitarians  of  his  age  with  great  tendemefs,  at 
the  fame  time  that  he  treats  thofe  whom  he  calls  be- 
reticsy  with  much  afperity  i  faying,  as  the  Reviewer 
quotes  from  me,  p,  6i,  "  There  are  two  paffages 
"  in  this  writer,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  heretics 
"  with  great  indignation  ;  but  in  both  the  paf- 
*'  fages  he  has  evidently  a  view  to  theG«^//Vj  only. 
*'  He  particularly  mentions  the  Marcionites^  the 
"  Valentinians,  the  Bafilideansj  and  the  Saturnia- 
*'  nians*.  He  fays,  they  blafphemed  the  Maker 
♦'  of  the  world,  and  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac, 

«  and 


*  '*  Kflti  dL^K9i  A>Xo>  ovouft7§  ( —  and  others  undn  nnollcr 
<*  name'—]  follows  in  the  r^iglnal,  though  unnoticed  in  Dr. 
P.'s  iranllalion.  At  the  fame  time,  we  muR  obfcrvc,  that 
Dr.  P.  has  mifquotcd  the  name  of  the  laA  mentioned  fc:^*  by 

copy. 
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**  and  Jacob:  that  they  denied  the  refurrefiion*. 
•*  and  maintained,  that  after  death  the  foul  went 
"  immediately  to  Heaven*  Had  he  confidcred 
**  the  UnitarianSj  with  whom  he  appears  to  have 
"  been  well  acquainted^  as  Heretics,  would  ht  not 
•^  have  mentioned^  or  alludid  to  their  tenets  alfo 
'^  in  thofe  pafrages,  in  which  he  fpeaks,  and 
•*  pretty  largeiyj  of  the  Chriftian  Heretict  in 
**  general  ?  It  is  impoffible^  I  fliould  thinkj^ 
**  to  read  thofe  paffages  as  they  iland  iif  the  ori-  ^ 
"  ginal,  introduced  as  a  fblHlment  of  our  Sa- 
'*  viour's  prophecy^  that  there  (hould  be  falic 
•^  Chrifts  and  falfe  prophets^  who  fhould  deceive 
'^  many:  and  not  be  fatisfied  thatj  like  the  apoMe  I 
*^  John^  Juftin  Martyr  had  no  idea  of  there  being 
*^  miy  Heretics  in  the  Chriftian  church  in  his 
**  timCj  bcfides  tlie  Gnollics/" 

On  this  the  Reviewer  remarks  as  follows :  '*  As 
Juftin  is  much  connefted  with  our  controverfy 
with  Dr.  Prieftley,  we  hope  Dr,  Horfley  will  ex- 
cufe  us  fb?  anticipating  a  remark  which  we  arc 
perfuaded  he  would  of  neceffity  make  on  thi^ 
paflage.  The  remark  might  be  extended  much 
farther,  with  ^  long  retinue  of  *  exclamationsy  but 
our  limits  oblige  us  to  be  4s  brief  as  poflible.T- 
In  general,  then,  we  make  no  fcruplc  of  affert* 

copying  from  the  Latin  vcrfion,  inflcad  of  the  original  Greek, 
where  it  is  'S.ti}of>viMuvnt,  SaturniHaiii.*' 

This  I  fupppfewas  meant  toinGnuatcthat  I  do  not,  perhaps 
that  1  cannotj  read  Greek.  It  would,  however,  have  been  pe- 
dantry to  life  the  term  Salnrnilus^  Sntuminus  being  much  more 
common  both  with  the  ancients  and  modems. 

ing. 
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ing,  in  the  moft  direft  and  unqualified  language 
(for  Dr.  Pricftley  dcfires  us  to  ufe  no  ceremony) 
that  in  the  above  reprcfentation  of  Juftin's  fenti- 
nicnts,  we  meet  with  the  moft  flagrant  and  unac- 
countable mutilation  of  a  plain  paffage,  that  the 
difingcnuity  of  a  controvertift,  who  is  determined 
to  *  keep  it  up/  per  fas  et  nefasy  ever  prefented  us 
with.  We  beg  the  reader  to  turn  back  to  Dr, 
Prieftley's  quotation  from  Juftin,  and  compare 
his  tranflation  with  the  original.  He  (i.  e.  Juftin) 
fays,  *  They  blafpheme  the  Maker  of  the  world, 
and  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob.' 
Now,  this  is  fo  put,  as  to  convey  to  the  Englilh 
reader,  or  the  unlearned  {Jor  whom  Dr.  Pricftley 
appears  chiefly  to  write, — but  how  came  he  t© 
forget  that  he  was  writing  to  Dr.  Florfley  ?) — the 
tranflation  is  fo  managed  as  to  convey  no  idea  of 
diftinftion  in  Juftin's  mind,  between  the  Maker 
of  the  worlds  and  the  God  of  Abraham^  Ifaac^  and 
Jacob.  For  the  fake  both  of  the  learned  and  un- 
learned, we  will  tranfcribe  the  original  paffage, 
and  annex  to  it  a  literal  tranflation.     aaao/  y*|>  kx\* 

aKKcv  Tfcrcv  ^A6:^^HW€i*'  rov  ^oitpftiv  7CJi>  ohcov  KAI  ION  v-t' 
avIh  ^pc^tdivouivof  ft^.tu^ffl'fltf/XPISTON  )y  rov  0e«'  A3ptt«At, 

jyiffdtctx,  '^  Iavco^,  S'iS'ti<ni\iiT^\  i.  e.  "  Others,  upon 
another  plan,  teach  [their  followers]  tb  blafpheme 
the  Maker  of  the  univerfe,  AND  HIM  who  was 
before  fpoken  of  as  coming  frojqpi  him,  even  be 
who  was  the  CHRIST,  and  the  Go4  of  Abraham^ 
Ifaac,  and  Jacob.*'  Now,  to  prove  even  beyond 
the  poffibility  of  difpute  or  evafion,  that  by  the 
God  of  Abraham^  &c.  Juftin  meant  Chrift  (to  fay 
pothing  of  the  independent  evidence  arifing  from 

the 


wiiii  Trypoo.  p^  roc.  4^ J.  i 


cf  in  _ 

U  - 

:l:»r  :alii  znr  EuL 


•*  Dr.  Pneiiley  tonewbirf  &cai2  iFEJt-  SiciT*? 
cfifliiggmaty^  ai  CGccsiJiicnrL  cur.  ie  pomr  musxf 
tiling  like  chis? — He  tioiiiewiere^   tot%    33s:  ac 

3u  person  car  my  "WJtraarJi 'IT  Lmgr-iiia:.    Ser  iLatef?v  A&,  3.  rr^ 

':r£  irt:it5   ciiixn^rnnirT.   mii    ill    ^jl    titcnx   Txnon&sHir  tixxiixiL 
A.'n'.ni\i  7iiicr  diiric^.    hn  ifiamed  me  \hlt  "irrifnlltr  nminixir- 
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Monthly  Reviewer  writes  in  a  fpecious  and  impqfing 
manner.  We  alk,  in  our  turn,  who  tranflatcs  (o  ? 
Can  be  caft  the  ftone  who  hath  (to  all  appearance 
purpofely)  left  out  a  whole  member  of  a  fentence ; 
and  that  too  a  moft  effential  one ;  and  by  artfully 
dropping  the  middle  part  of  it,  hath  entirely  mifap- 
plied  the  conclufion  ? — We  are  afraid  that  his 
very  Vindicator  cannot  excufe  him,  even  on  the 
fcore  of  what  he  calls  the  Dodtor's  *  rapid  glances.' 
But  rapid  glances,  though  they  fuit  2.  poet's  eye  in 
a  fine  frenzy  rollings  do  not  well  agree  with  the 
fober  and  fteady  obfcrvation  of  an  biftorianJ^ 

This  is  the  whole  of  Mr.  Badcock's  remark 
on  the  paffage  -,  and  I  think  it  is  hardly  pofliblc 
for  the  Hear  of  concrovcrfy  to  carry  any  man  far-* 
ther  than  this.  The  whole  of  it,  however,  is  an- 
fwered  at  once^  by  obferving,  that  it  is  to  no  fort 
of  purpofe  who  it  wa'i  that  Jtijlin  meant  by  the 
God  of  Abraham^  Ifaac^  and  Jacob  (which  Mr. 
Badcock  may  find  in  my  own  Hiftory,  and  which 
no  perfon  who  knows  any  thing  of  Juftin  can  be 
ignorant  of)  but  who  it  was  that  the  heretics  he  is 
fpeaking  of  meant  by  the  perfon  To  dcfcribed,  and 
whom  they  meant  to  blafphcme;  and  this  certainly 
was  not  Jefus  Cbriftj  but  another  beings  the  fuppofcd 
maker  of  the  world,  the  author  of  the  Jewi(h  dif-' 
penfation,  and  the  introducer  of  much  evil,  which, 
chey  faid,  Chrift  was  fcnt  to  rcftily.  They  were, 
therefore,  the  Gnojiics  onhy  and  not  unitarian  cbrif 
tians  that  he  was  refleftin^  upon,  or  alluding  to ; 
and  this  is  the  only  circumftancc  on  which  my 
inference  was  founded. 

The 
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Tie  iTTii  ftfc  B^kock  fpcaks  of.  id 
iM  iDQg  grrck  quoution^  1 
diflg  thar  cooM  aScd  dK 
IIk  lif  iSae  «^«  Jdba  €»ild  DOC  meam  sol 
imt4jmjk  beUes  tbofe  be  bad  fpobn 
I  lis  u&ig  the  p:«rtkk  7 
I  nwnifi  that  ^^^^  y^\ 
\  hum  aD  other  frnic  dias,  1^ 
4^  item  )y%M^  qA  ikofe  mcs^Sathcd^  or  lUii 
sloacd  b]f  same  ixnaicdl| 
%}il^^temiifmmtxr4ihemm^^ 
mthff'i  smi  win  bf  tM3 
bar  to  be  muftaed  m  ifr*  BarfroA  does» 
9iv  mmeigr  fitm^  fee.  For  il«s  I  am  wi 
«!'--  '  ■  ^-^  — ;  -  ^'---'^-  -  -:z  r::i 
10  1  knowfcdgr  of  thr  Grrrk  -ckxri.  Had 
tid  ay^ju  /v  i«/»  infteai  ol  «^^.^r  ^^^  y^ 
ivooid  hare  been  tane  uighr  cokxir  for  M 
cxxdc^s  conftruftson  cf  the  pa^T-ge  ^  ixH  at 
thwr  is  not  a  fliadow  of  pretence,  cither  In 
fbrafcclcgy^  or  ihc  gcnrr^  i^^^  ^  ^^  F^fl 
his  favour. 


That  Mr.  Badcock  fhowli  nc«c  hir-  be 
to  underiland  tlie  Greek  o:  J^^tii  is  t2>e  m^ 
traordifury,  as  the  idiom  01  ih^  I  ->r jn  to: 
the  very  fame  with  that  of  the  Gn^k  ia  this  r 
Ir  he  will  only  look  into  AiniVonh^s  Di<i: 
he  will  fee  Alius  alio  mode.  Cicero — rcDcfert 
after  one  fort^  anolbfr  after  euttahsr. 


If  ^' 


*.    rviJIy 


*  were  p 
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^•ho  blafphcmed  Jefus  Chriftj  by  bwering  him  to 
:;:ic  condition  of  a  man,  and  not  the  Gnoftics,  of 
/horn  there  were  many  diftinftions,  as  Juftin  had 
-  jft  obferved  (and  who  therefore  blafphemed  him, 
me  in  one  way^  and  fome  in  another)  he  is  as  ig- 
joiant  of  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory,  as  he  appears  to 
3e  of  Greek.  I  will  venture  to  fay,  he  has  not,  as 
IQ  pfietends,  anticipated  Dr.  Horfley  in  this  criti- 
d&it  snd  I  am  willing  to  appeal  to  Dr.  Horfley 
faimfelf  for  ic  If  the  decifton  be  in  my  favour 
\oi  which  there  can  be  no  doubt)  I  (hall  require  c^ 
Mr.  Badcock  an  acknowledgment  as  pubUc  as  his 
9&nce^  and  zs^fuU  as  it  is  beineus* 

Writing  in  the  circumftances  in  which  I  do,  and 
i^^yuiag  cridcifm  from  ail  quaners,  if  I  had  had 
90  principle  of  iutegriiy  at  all,  I  ceruinlj^fhould 
DQt  have  concealed  any  thing  that  I  muft  have 
known  jny  adverlary  could  not  poflibly  overlook. 
Tl^  omiflk>n^  therefore,  could  not,  at  moil,  have 
been  any  thing  more  than  either  an  inadvertence, 
or  have  arifen  from  a  mifunderftanding  of  the  paf* 
&ge  and  its  importance,  which  a  generous  adverfary 
would  have  treated  with  tcnderncfs. 


To  Ihew  more  diftindlly,  the  nature  of  this 
omiflion,  on  which  Mr.  Badcock  has  declaimed  £0 
copioufly,  I  (hall  ttaoflate  the  whole  pa(fage,  di(Hn- 
gttiAing  the  words  omitted;  by  which  it  will  be 
feeo,  thati  f^A/  not  mean  any  thing  by  the  omilTion, 
buc  CO  fave  myfelf  the  trouble  of  writing  fo  much 
GndL    Mr.  Badcock  has  alfo  made  feveral  omif- 

fions. 


si  R  E  M  A  R  K  S      a  N 

ficriki^  I  pfrfiunr^  far  the  lame  rosfoD,  ia  tkaB|] 
fMED  mj  iecters»  p.  4*         , 

**  There  are^  md  have  bccn^  many  pcrferat^! 
prs^mling  to  be  chriftians,  have  ^ughi  m  kj  wk 
to  ik>  acbciJliol  ^nd  bbfphcmous  d^i>gi»  nl 
lie  dcnomixi^tetl  by  us  from  the  names  ^ikj 
iom  wbafc  doftrims  they  hold  (fmr  f^mu  efu 
fkmiibi  maJter  cfibe  uniuer/i,  and  kimvt 
himfcrei&ldi^  c&mi  m  ihtCbrifi^  amd  tbtGti 
bmm^  Ijmc^  and  Ja€^h*^  in  mt€  way,  oMtdtttm 
amihir)  with  whom  we  have  no  oomaii 
knowing  them  to  be  aiheiftical,  wkkcd,  and  tEjt. 
Cius  pcribosi  who,  infttad  of  revcreociiig  Jdis,  c» 
feft  him  in  name  only-  They  call  rhemfdrfs  chxi^ 
tiam,  in  the  fame  manner  as  thofe  aiBOog  the  hc»* 
thens  inicribc  the  name  of  God  on  the  works  ot 
their  own  hands,  and  defile  themfeivcs  with  wicked 
and  atheiftical  rites.  Some  of  them  arc  cdbi  Mir- 
cionites,  fome  Valentinians,  fome  Bafilideans,  fome 

*  It  is  really  fomething  extraordinaiy,  that  this  opiniao  of 
JudiD  Martyr's,  that  Chiift  wastbc  mediam  of  ail  thedWiot 
communications  to  mankind  under  the  old   tcflament  difpcn:^ 
tion,  fhould  have  been  fo  readily  received,  and  hare  fprcuifa 
generally  as  it  did,  when  it  not  only  has  no  coantenancc  frta 
fcripiure,  biit  is  cxprcfsly  contradificd  by  the  atrthor  of  dtf 
EpiAle  10  the  Hebrews,  in  Hcb.  i.  i.  GqJ,  wke^  aijmmdry  tms^ 
and  ia  dktn  manntrs ,  fpaJte  in  timt  peft  wOo  the  Jmdxn^  hy  tit  fn^ 
pkcb^  has  in  tkf/e  laji  dcjsjpckgn  unto  ui  fy  fas  /qti,      Agxin,  du^ 
ii-  V,  3.   I^ike  Xk^rdJ^aken  by  angels  wmsjied/a/i^  6r^%  Jvq/^/U  «e 
«/£^«  ijwe  uf gkHfo  great  fikaiian  ;  xafdih  «f  ihi  farji  btgmn  uU 
J^okn  ky  the  Lord.     What  cao  be  more  cvidmc  than  that  lift 
vriter  of  this  epiftle  had  no  idea  of  God  having  fpoken  i* 
Lby  his  ion  before  the  time  ofihe  gofpel.  ? 

SatomianianSi 
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^atumianians,  and  others  go  by  other  names,  each 
"•om  their  peculiar  tenets  j  in  the  fame  manner  a^ 
lofe  who  addid  themfelves  to  philpfophy  are  4e^ 
.ominated  from  the  founders  of  their  r^fpedlive 
i&s.  And,  as  I  have  faid,  Jefus,  kAOwing  what 
yould  come  to  pafs  after  his  death,  foretold  th^t 
here  would  be  fuch  men  among  his  fojibwers/^ 

A  man  who  can  fancy  there  is  a  reference  tp 
iny  other  perfons  than  the  Gnojiics  in  this  paflage^ 
nay  fancy  that  he  finds  the  deteftecj  Mnitariahs  in 
my  other  page  of  the  fame  author^  or,  like  Don 
^^XQte,  he  may  t^Hp  a  windmill  for  a  giant.  For 
:he  difference  between  the  ancient  unitarians  and  the 
3xu}{lics  was  as  great  as  this,  The;ir  opinions  are 
jpncrally  ii)oken  of  as  two  oppojite  herefie?. 


SECTION        II. 

Of  the  Crftd  of  TertuUian. 

fT  will  be  no  lefs  eafy  for  me  to  (hew  the  «- 
treme  weaknefs,  or  unfaimcfs  of  Mr.  Badcock's 
>bfervations  with  itfpedt  to  the  creedy  which  he 
|UOtes  from  Tertullian,  and  which  he  fuppoies  I 
mrpofdy  kept  out  of  fight ;  faying,  p.  60,  **  Few, 

*  are  fo  rery  courageous  as  to  put  fuch  a  weapon 
^  in  the  hand  of  an  adTcrfary,  as  threatens  to  demo- 

•  lifhthem." 

B  Without 


I 


il'         •       K  E  M  A  It  k  S  • 

^•'Without  rt:tDning  this  obfervation  on  Mr.  B31 
<^ek  himiclfj  1  ihall  obfcrvc^  ihat  in  tUc  treat: 
Tie  Prdsfcripiknit^  &c*   from  which  Mr.  Badcocl 
quotts    the   ngula  fidtij   TcrtulUan   is   c^idcniiy 
giving  hi^  own  glofs,  or  inEerprctation,  oJ  the  a^:^, 
and  not  the  creed  idclf,  as  dtlivcred  to  tlie  Cate- 
chumens.    In  writing  this  work,  h  s  great  ohj^t 
was  the  Gmjiks^  and  dicrcfore  his  glofs  \%  diicodf 
altogether  againtt  them,  and  does  not  refpcft  the 
Umtarians  at  all  -,  as»  indeed j  the  very  6rft  article 
(Emitted  by  Mr  Badcock)  fhows.     Rigklafdei^— 
{U&  crediiur  unum   cmmno  deum   efe^    ni£  aGMm 
fraitr  mundi  condiionm^  qui  univirfm  de  mbih  pr§* 
duxmi^  £5*^.1.  e,  — *'^  aiiVi  we  an  iaugbl  a 
**  Mieve  that  there  is  but  one  G&d^  and  this  ma  ethtf 
**  thm  the  m&kir  cfthe  uwld^  ix^h^  prwdmced  rviff 
*'  thing  out  &f  nothing,  by  his  &wf$  wtrd^  ^^»jM  1 
*^/€m  dGwn^   that  thai  W€rd  was  €mikd  his  fiw,  , 
•*  that  hi  appisred  "vari^ufi^  in  the  name  (i.  c,  m 
**  the  charado-}  sfGod^  to  the  Pamarchs,  thst  he 
•*  was  aft^t^ards  €om:eyed^  by  the  fpirit  ami  pawer 
*'  fff  God  the  FathcTt  into  the  virgin  Mary  ;  thai  k 
**  was  madifiefl^  in  her  wtmk^  a»d  fr&m  ber  (tgip  \ 
*'  perhaps  exijft)  appeared  in  (be  perfrm  tff  Jtjks 
"  C^j/>  thM  be  tbtnci  preached  a  m£xs  ims^  md  1 
**  4  urn?  promiji  &f  the  kiKgdmrn  ef  heavat,  &c-** 

-  All  this  is  e^-identif  a  gUfs^  and  oota  Jfaffr 
creed.  W  hcrcis*  i  n  the  treaiiic  de  Vd^axdLs  ff^rrpmbm^  \ 
ii^Qin  which  I  h^vc  quoted  cbe  CKrd,-  b^  b  aot 
oppoCng   ^ih&dexj  to  hesereJa^^   but  fmiih  m 
praiHeCj  and  was  thcrttbre  miich  more  Jik^C^ 
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-^-^^c'the  fimpk  creed,   as   it  was  delivered  to  the 

-Jatcchumens  in  his  day.  Accordingly,  it  is  nearly  the 

^iHic  that  is  now  generally  received.    Let  the  four 

"^^ncicnt  copies  of  the  creed,  viz.  the  Vulgar i  that  of 

':=Li^ieiay  the  Oriental^  and  the  Roman  be  compared^ 

— ns  they  arc  done  by  Dupin  (Ecclef.  hift.  vol.  i. 

^  ^  I  a)  and  it  will  be  feen  that  none  of  them  contaiil 

my  fuch  articles  as  thofe  in  Tertullian's  glofs.   If 

-:^  (hofe  articles  ever  made  a  proper  part  of  the  creedf 

;::  -how  came  they  to  be  dropped,  and  indeed  to  be 

found  no  where  elfc  i 

.    .   That  Mr.  Badcodk  has  entirely  miftaken  the 
objeft  and  real  meaning  of  what  he  has  given  as 

. .  the  creed  in  the  time  of  TertuUian,  and  that  it 
refers  to  the  GnoftUs  only^  is  evident  from  every 

.  article  relating  to  God  and  Chrifl:  in  it.  The 
Gnoftics  maintained  that  the  Supreme  Being  him- 
iclf,  the  Father  of  Jefus  Chrift,  did  not  make  the 
world,  but  that  it  was  the  work  of  a  differenc 
being,  the  fame  that  appeared  to  the  patriarchs 
and  prophets,  but  entirely  different  from  the 
Chrill.  On  the  contrary,  all  the  articles  above 
recited  from  TcrtuUian's  glofs  upon  the  creed, 
are  evidently  intended  to  exprefs,  that  the  imme-^ 
diate  maker  of  the  world,  the  logos^  or  verium 
dffif  was  the  fame  perfon  that  appeared  to  the 
patriarchs  and  prophets^  and  was  -alio  afterwards 
the  Chrift. 

It  appears  to  me  (but  I  fubmit  the  conjcdture 

to  the  learned)  that  the  Gnoftics,  who  gave  fa 

B  a  much 


I 

I 


¥ 


REMARKS       ON 


much  alarm  to  the  primitive  Chriftians,  hi 
vwced  lb  many  fpccious  arguments,  to 
that  the  Supreme  Being  hinrtfelf  was  not  A 
mediate  maker  of  the  world,  and  the  mt 
die  Jewiih  difpenfation^  that  the  orthadca 
In  (^^  daggered  by  them  ;  and  fo  far  con 
to  them,  as  to  concent  thnnrclvcs  with 
taining  that  the  being  who  made  the  wo^l 
who  appeared  to  the  patriarchs  and  pro 
though  not  the  fupremc  God  himfclf,  i 
word,  or  power,  of  that  God  pcrfonified  5 
to  become  zfecmd  G(^d^  really  different  Im 
firfti  t&kmgftdvantagcof  fomeexprcfljofii 
old  tcftament,  and  alfo  of  the  langiiage  d 
in  the  fno-oduftion  to  his  gofpeL  Fn-  r 
feme  UgoSy  or  twn/,  which  John  pcribniiiec 
ralively  (as  wifibm  is  perfonified  in  the  be 
Proverbs)  they  made  a  reat  and  penm^menti 
Gnofticifm,  therefore,  as  well  as  Platomfm 
a  great  means  of  eftaWilhing  the  dodrice 
prfimfinikM  §f  iht  bgwSy  which  was  the  fin 
towards  the  modern  Athanafian  dodrine  o 
trinity*  In  ftc^,  the  ortkodoat>  uled  omut  i 
Stmt  argwnetts  widi  the  Gnoltics^  to  proT^ 
Ac  Supreme  God  hutrfelf  wisnot  the  perSx 
•i^^eafevi  to  t£Mt  patnarc&s>  &c. 

Qhi  doc  wteie^  Gt  isLofi^  K  ^^^^^^y  be  g^iigSe 
lite"!*''        '    -:-::,  c&sfiitfiBe  proper  crwii  2 
'ji    %a':'.^aa  wis  dsa:  w^jci  I  gx^ 
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.  (Juced  exprefles  no  more  than  TertuUian's  own 
-^gjuth^  which  is  not  the  queftion  in  debate.  In- 
^Iccdj  how  could  TertuUian  confider  that  as  the 
^  ^rftftblifhed  creed  aflented  to  by  every  catechumen^ 
I^^;rhich,  according  to  his  own  account,  was  not 
^_;pclievcd  by  thofe  whom  he  (out  ci  c$ntimpty  Mr. 
^"Badcock  will  fay)  rcprefents  as  the  major  part  of 
^  ^riftians  ia  his  time  ? 


£  S  E  C  T  1  O  N     III. 

MifciUamoui  Articles. 

■  T  Am  tempted  to  give  a  few  other  fpecimens  of  Mr. 

'  -*"  Badcock's  mode  of  reviewing,  and  (hall  begin 
-with  his  mod  extraordinary  remarks  on  the  manner 
an  which  I  have  treated  an  opinion  of  Eulebius^ 

p.  59- 

<«  With  refpeA  to  the  fufFrage  of  Euiebius  to  the 
^^  orthodoxy  of  the  primitive  church,  and  particularly 
<<  of  die  bifhops  of  Jerufalem,  towards  the  clofe  <£ 
<*  the  apoftolic  age }  a  fufFrage  fo  full  and  explicit^ 
^«  that  it  has  been  deemed  a  dedfive  argument 
•<  againft  Dr.  Prieftlcy's  hypothefxs  (viz.  that  the 
**  primitive  Jewijb  churchy  and  its  bifiops^  were  pun 
*«  Ebionites)  with  rcfpedl  to  this  teftimony,  we  fay 
•*  the  Dodor  ceuld  only  find  one  way  of  getting 
*^  rid  of  \ir  *•  It  is  not,"  lays  bc^  «  to  be  re- 
B  3  "  gardcd. 


n  REMARK.  S       ON 

*'  gardcd-  What  a  prodigious  advantage  # 
**  and  compendious  method  of  dccilkin  g 
**  man  over  his  opponent!  It  (dvts  all  ihc  e 
f*  expcncc  of  critkifm.  It  fcrves  infteadof 
**  fand  arguoitnts,  and  it  [tas  the  finguhfl 
*'  of  being  ftieltered  from  all  reply/' 

After  reading  this,  any  pcrfop  would  m 
imagine,  that  I  had  given  fftf  reafi^m  at  mU 
thought  that  the  affertion  of  Eufebius  was 
be  rtgjtded,  whcnas  1  imracdiately  iubjoi 
l^afons  as  1  deemed  fufiicient ;  obftrrvingi  f 
fa^s  which  be  himfclf  records,  are  ioconfiftc 
it  *•  The  Reviewer  has  not  even  quoocd  tb 
Ifencencc,  which  ends  thus,  **  it  is  not  to  be 
^*  ed,  unlefs  they  bring  foinc  fufficient  pr 
•*  their  afferuon."  1  am  truly  afhamed  tc 
out  inftances  of  fuch  grofs  difingenuity,  < 
an  adverfary,  and  one  who  pretends  that 
given  the  very  pub  and  marrow^  p.  65,  of  m 
inents.  After  this  with  what  face  can  Mr.  B 
charge  any  writer  with  concealments  \ 

Dr.  Horflcy  having  charged  me  with  bor 
from  D.  Zuicker,  whofe  name  I  had  not  be 
1  faw  it  in  his  Chjrge,  Mr.  Badcock  fays, 
^  Dn  Horfley  did  not  happen  to  hit  upon  ti 
••  author."  Then  let  Dr.  HorOey  and  M 
cock  guefs  again.  As  all  my  arguoiems  1 
^|b£m  from  fome  perfon  or  other,  they  may  1 
to  be  rig^  at  laft. 

•   ^  Imtr  19  Dr.  Bi^rJUj,  p.  z\. 
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^.  After  this,  it  cannot,  furely,  be  neceflary  to  note 
ny  other  article  in  this  Review,  every  one  of  which 
^Tifcovers  nearly  equal  ignorance^  or  unfaimefs. 

Mr.  Badcock  calls  upon  me  to  give  a  fair  and 
ngenuous  anfwer  to  his  former  animadverftons.  1 
reply  that,  befidcs  my  own  fair  propofal,  by  which 
I  ftill  abide,  and  which  will  require  no  more  rooni 
in  the  zrticXtoi  Carrefpondence^  than  is  frequently 
given  to  others  (not  to  fay  tliat  their  having  made 
rriy  cafe  a  Jingular  oncy  gives  me  a  clainfi  to  peculiar 
privileges)  I  have,  direftly  or  indireftly,  noticed 
every  thing  in  it,  that  I  thought  worth  notice,  in 
my  Leiiers  io  Br.  Horfley.  He,  as  a  Reviewer,  hai 
an  unfpeakable  advantage  with  refpefl:  to />«3//Vtf//c», 
My  confidence,  however,-  is  in  the  goodnefs  of  my 
caufe^  and  in  tinu\  which,  I  doubt  not,  will  do  me 
ample  juftice. 

Two  articles  on  which  Mr.  Badcock  himfelf  laid 
;he  moft  ftrefs  at  firft,  I  particularly  noticed  in  the 
Pojifcript  of  my  J^etters  to  Dr.  Horfley.  One  of 
:hem  related  to  a  ftrong  infinuation  againft  my  in- 
egrity,  in  confcquence  of  his  own  mifconftruftion 
)f  a  plain  fentcnce  of  mine.  He  had  defended  his 
nilconftru&ion  after  its  being  particularly  pointed 
:>ut  to  him ;  but  being  called  to  look  at  it  a  ibiri 
ime^  he  has,  at  length,  given  it  up,  and  afked  my 
pardon  5  fo  that  my  integrity  has  had  an  cfcape  for 
:his  time.  This,  it  is  to  be  obferved,  relates  to  the 
ireaUji  objeHion  he  had  againft  my  Hiftory.  He 
pleads  in  his  cxcufe,  that  my  cxpreffiop  was  e^uivch 
P  4  '  cat^ 


f 


ft  E  V  A  B.  X.  S 

of  ciprel^  lEivlcif  w^k 


If  Mr.  Backock  Ettk  (» 

|»/tfiii  EngU^^  it  if  »i>  woodier 

Ucmc  prtrcipiaocy,  I  fiippoiey 

takers  I riX^fiJi4n4Gr^l-   li^pc 

ed  what  he  &rft  uikd  4^      _ 

diffcrtnce  between  ilie  NaaRzi» ; 

what  he  afterward  &  called  a  infd^mm^  mi  m^  g 

a  demptfflrsikm  |  but  I  cio  not  dnk  k  vodl  1 

while  10  fhtrw  ihc  citiraw  fmsiB^  of  k.    Tm% 

demunHratiuni  as  thdc,  I  (haUoMWs&a^fiJf  v 

Cay  ing,  yaiemi  qamtum  vskn  psfiem^   M  Dc  B 

Jty  rhufrs  this  grouod^  1  fliaU  oicft  Mm  upd 

and  fjpcak  fully  to  it- 


The   conclusion. 

T  Cannot  fay  that  I  can  intirely  fatisfy  myfelf  \ 
•^  rcfpcd  to  the  cagfc  (and  every  efe^  muft  ha^ 
(aufc)  of  the  extreme  virulence  with  which 
Badcock  began,  and  now  continues^  to  urge 
attack  upon  me,  fo  totally  unprepared  as  he  < 
dendy  is  to  difcufs  topics  of  this  nature, 

I  own  I  fometimcs  read  his  former  letters  to 
with  peculiar  emotion,  apd  am'  ready  to  think 
*  w 


Vv 
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T^ihole  bufinefs  a  dream  •,  k  unwilling  am  I  €0  be- 

ikve  that  any  pcrfon  who  once  profeflcd  himfetf 

4b  much  attached  to  me^  can  be  fo  much  at  enmity 

with  me,  as  he  now  appears  to  be.    Far  am  I  from 

wifhing  that  fruib  Ihould  ever  be  facrificed  to 

'/riendjbipy  or  any  other  confideration.     I  hire 

^  fhewn  an  example  of  the  contrafy  myfclf,  in  my 

'  controverfy  with  Dr.  Price,  but  Mr.  Badcock's 

lituation  with  refped  to  me  fliould  have  led  hint 

to  adopt  a  more  decent  mode  of  oppofition. 

Time  was,  when,  if  it  had  been  foretold  to  Mr. 
Badcock,  that  he  would  ever  do  what  he  now  has 
done,  he  would,  I  am  confident,  have  replied  as 
Hazael  did  to  the  prophet,  "  fnat,  is  thy  fervent 
a  dogytbat  bejhould  do  this  thing ?^*  But  as  Hazad 
did  not  then  know  that  he  would  become  king  of 
JJfyria^  fo  neither  did  Mr.  Badcock  forefee  that  te 
would  ever  be  a  Monthly  Reviewer. 

The  editor  of  the  Monthly  Review  fliould  be  cau- 
tious how  he  fufFers  his  writers  to  fport  with  men's 
characters ;  for  himfelf,  as  fublifber^  is  anfwerablc 
for  it.  He  may  not  be  a  judgp  in  matters  of  litera^ 
ture^  and  therefore  he  may  be  deceived  by  recom- 
mendations, and  by  perfons  who  give  themfelves 
^rs,  as  men  oideep  learning ;  but  every  man  may 
fee  what  kind  of  refledlions  afFe6t  moral  cbaroEter^ 
and  all  know  that  this  is  a  facred  thing.  Mr. 
Griffiths  may  not  have  much  knowledge  of 
Greeks  and  therefore  would  never  fufped,  that 
he  who,  with  fo  much  infolence,  treated  my  Vin- 
dicator with  the  appellation  of  Iste  GR-«caLtJS, 

Ihould, 


titM  ASKS 


V 


fcf(»cA  rr>  Greek  §  ba^ 

be  ft;outd   14OC  b$pe 
HI  chc   fuknt  KcTKw 
CQOtulyrig  oclicr  pafotm 
cm.    i-k  wUi  hofdly  be  jfafa  ti 
pubiic,  not  for  emp)o)riiig  m 
Mr.  Hidcock  is  (I  mean  mizh 
vi  the  prelcnt  coiitrovcrfy ,  ia 
lliat  liJB  reading  bat  extruded 
Btnwp   Unit)    but  for  faifcring 
ot  II   perfun  that  he   mnfk   knoir 
ftrvc  it, 

Ai  to  what  he  pmmtfes  with  mfpcg  m  mj  ^ 
iari  piiMtdfi&m^  I  prcrfunic  that  no  pcribn,  2bcc 
whole  ftood  opinion  I  can  ever  be   Ibbdrou^s  ^^ 
t*ikc  d rharadcr  d1  any  pc;rformance  ofmim^ot  of anj 
tiling  iluit  r<f/*?^^j  tQ  me^  from  3  profefftd  &i7€rjsq. 
\>t\  Ho(lky*s  charge,  a  work  full  of  the  highdi 
Mrihqiioxy  (iiich  as  certainly  would  not  have  ^^^cA 
without  ccnlurc  in  this   Review  fomc   years  age) 
has  been  recommended  with  unqualified  applaufe, 
ttnd  rt  careful  lelc£lion  has  been  made  from  it  of 
almoll  every  thing  in  it  that  is  either  fpecious  in 
itfclfi  or  contemptuous  with  refpe<5l  to  me.     For 
lhis»  I  am  pretty  confident.  Dr.  Horiley  will  not 
now  thank  them ;  as  by  this  time,  I  doubt  not,  he 
h  hin\(clf  alhamed  of  the  paffages  they  have  quoted. 
My  tVicnd»  Mr.  Lindfey,  has,  in  feveral  publications, 
|avt;cly  inOrttxl  upon  the  unitarianifm  of  tke  prim- 
tii,<  chuftian  chnnh  (the  verv  fame  thing  that  has 
voulcd  all  the  rage  of  the  prefent  Reviewer)  without 

the 
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~^Hibe  lead  note  of  difapprobation  from  his  predc« 
^eei£)rs. 

lam  now  cxpefting  Dr.  Horfley's  reply,  and 
'  I  Ihall  be  much  difappointed  if  it  be  not  more 
.guarded  and  temperate  than  his  laft  work ;  fo  that  I 
jiope  we  fliall  proceed  in  a  calm  difcuflion  of  the  fe* 
rious  queftion  that  is  before  the  public.  I  alio  ear« 
ineftly  wifh  to  engage  {omt  learned  Aricn  in  this  dif- 
cuflion, 2» lam defirous  to  write  with  the  fulled  in- 
formation, and  with  the  greated  impartiality  on 
the  fubjcft. 

At  prefent  I  am  well  aware  that  a  great  majority 
of  learned  men  are  againft  me ;  but  I  already  per^ 
ceive  that  the  minority  is  increafing,  and  in  time  I 
doubt  apt  the  m^ority .  will ^be  wich  me.  Not  that 
I  can  ever  promife  myfelf  to  fatisfy  every  body* 
Many  perfons,  much  fuperior  to  myfelf,  will  remain 
unconvinced ;  as  indeed  many  yet  do  with  refpeffc  to 
iranfubftantiation.  But  the  time  will  certainly  come, 
when  all  prejudice  will  give  way  to  the  evidence  of 
4rufb. 

I  have  much  new  evidence  to  produce,  as  well 
as  many  confirmations  of  that  which  I  have  al- 
ready laid  before  the  public,  and  I  wifh  to  have  every 
part  of  it  thoroughly  and  publicly  difcuflcd.  Mr, 
Badcock  calls  me  a  difappointed  and  mortified  ati-* 
tbor.  How  a  man  tcaWy  feels^  is  beft  perceived  by 
the  temper  with  which  he  writes,  and  not  by  his  own 
declarationsj  or  thofe  of  others  for  him  ;  and  it  is 
much  too  foon  to  ufe  any  language  of  this  kind. 

The 


«  REMARKS       OS 

The  wRCmKffy  is  but  juft  opened,  and  «il  poti 
bljr  contimjca  long  timcj  and  we  may  thm  fe^l 
itr  cbe  morrifitrd  tind  dilappolntcd  writers. 

When  1  rcjd  the  vai ious  modes  of  ittf- 
€tm  ejiukiEiofi^  in  which  Mr,  itadaxk,  ^ 
Hoiflef  alfo»  infult  ov^  me,  as  over  a  man 
ifcey  have  completely  contuted  and  0  fenced*  I  „,, 
slffelFto  be  in  the  cafe  of  the  Iriihmaa  wbo  tiU 
ol  bearing  bis  own  funeral  fcrmon*  BtxiMril 
aiMfetlicle  two  anogonifts  of  mine  to  takea  kfe 
from  MJhp^  and  not  to  fell  the  ikin  of  tk  be«, 
till  ihcy  have  difi^rchcd  him,  and  indeed  odt  d 
ihcy  have  the  evidence  of  other  eyes  than  thdf  an 
thit  he  11  aauilly  dead.  I  am  not,  like  Panridge, 
fo  unreaJbnable  ^  to  expeS  to  be  an  evidence  fef 
tny  own  exiftencc  »  but  let  it  be  decided  by  a  ftif 
)ury»  whether  J  be  alive,  or  dead.     ^^ 

For  my  part,  I  Ihall  fteadily  purfue  my  purpdc, 
and  I  have  experience  enough  in  thefc  makers  robe 
able  to  confide  in  my  own  temper,  fo  as  to  aviil 
my  felf  of  all  die  new  light  that  fhall  be  thrown  u^ 
the  fubjeft,  and  to  corrcft  my  own  obfervadoos, 
as  far  as  I  fhall  fee  reafon  fo  to  do.  I  may  be  de- 
ceived rtyfelf ;  but  I  believe  that  «ven  my  adveriii- 
ries  (except  Mr.  Badcock)  will  not  think  I  ihail 
knowingly  contribute  to  deceive  others. 

There  are  not  many  perfons,  I  hope,  who  will 

diink  of  me   as  Mr.  Badcock  does,  page  6j, 

•*  Though  it  may  be  poffible  for  any  man  to 

"  make  a  miftake  (efpecially  when  he  rapidlj 

*  glances  over  a  paffage)  yet  to  perfevere  in  it 

"  after 
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*^  after  it  has  been  pointed  out,  feems  rcfervcd 
f'  to  be  the  diftinguifhing  charaAeriftic  .df '-Ar. 
"  Prieftley."  He  (hould  not,  however,  have 
fa  id  this  in  the  fame  publication  in  which  he 
acknowledges  that  he  himfelf  had  done  tbc  faine 
thing,  and  that  he  did  not  fee  his  miftake  till  it 
had  been  pointed  out  to  him  a  third  time. 

Mr.  Badcock  might  have  ajnimadvertcd  upon 
my  miftakes,  real  or  fuppofcd,  with  as  much.fe- 
verity  as  he  had  pleafed,  I  fhould  not  have  been 
much  afFefted  by  his  cenltires,  perhaps,  Ihould 
not  have  taken  any  farther  notice  of  them ;  cer- 
tainly Jhould  noc  have  called  upon  him  iy  mame,  as. 
I  now  do,  if  he  had  not  reprefented  me  as  a  dijbonejl 
man,  wilfully  perverting  the  meaning  of  the  au^ 
thors  I  quote,  and  determined  to  keep  up  this 
controverfy,  as  he  fays,  per  fas  if  nefas.  I  do 
not,  however,  think  fo  ill  of  him  as  not  to  hope, 
that,  upon  cooler  refleftioii,  he  will  be  afhankd  ' 
:>f  accufations  fo  violent,  and  fo  ill-founded.  Be 
rhis  as  it  will,  I  truft  that  in  this  controverfy,  and 
In  all  my  writings,  as  well  as  in  my  whole  con- 
duA,  I  have  refpeft  to  a  higher  tribunal  than 
either  that  of  the  Monthly  Review,  or  that  of  the 
Public. 
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Biiio^  HoiB,  f  vail.  tvo.  price  ixi.  m 

I 

o£  ilie  ?ruriia¥e  Chordt,  cooceniing  dkc  Pcz^ik  at  Cd.xuT« 
8^7.  price  IS. 

5*  Letters  to  Dr,  Horslet,  m  Anfwer  to  his  Aaxmsivc* 
fioos  on  the  Hifborj  of  die  CorrupdoDs  of  C&riilixititf .  Wld 
Additional  Etioence  chac  the  PrimiLtire  Chzxibn  Clisrci 
Wis  Unitarian,  price  2s.6d. 

4-  AGeweialView  of  the  Ar^mentj  ^r- die  Usi'nr  « 
God,  and  againil  the  D  \nni17  and  Pre>exiAence  o(  Chrtlt,  &fls 
ttidoDf   fiam  the  I'chptarcSy  asd  from  kifoiy*  price  2d. 

5.  An  Appeal  to  the  fcrions  and  candid  Profcfibrs  of  Ckrii- 
tianity,  en  the  following  fabjcds,  viz.  i.  The  U£c  ai'  Rcii'oo 
in  iVJattcrs  of  Religion.  2.  The  Power  of  Man  to  do  die  Will  cf 
G :d.  3.  Original  Sin.  4.  Ele^hon  and  Reprobadoo.  5.  "Hie 
Divinuy  of  Chrift;  and  6.  Atonement  for  Sin  by  the  Death  J 
Chritk,  a  new  tdition  ;  to  which  is  added »  a  Conciie  Hilb}ry  of 
chofc  Do&rines^  2d.     An  Edition  in  a  larger  Print,  price  6d. 

6.  Foa\fs   of  PaATERt  tnd  other  0£ces»  for  the  XJCc  d 
Cnitaria!!  SocisTtis,  pHce  js.  in  bmds.  or^s.  bousd. 
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BOOKS  ^irifkn   hy  Dr.    PRlEStLEY* 

y.  A  View  of  the  Principles  and  Conduct  of  ilic  P(ft- 
BSTANT  Dissenters,  wiih  Kefped  to  the  Civil  and  Cede* 
aftical  Conilitution  of  England,  2d  Edition,  is.  6d. 

8.  A  Free  Address  to  Protestant  Dissenters,  on 
ne  Subjcft  of  Church  Discipline;  with  a  preliminary  Dif- 

.ourfe  concerning  the  Spirit  of  Chriftianity,  and  the  Corrupiioiw 
if  it  by  falfe  Notions  of  Reli^^ion,  2s.  6d. 

9.  A  Letter  to  a  Layman,  on  Mr.  Lindfcy's  Propofal 
'bfta  reformed  Englifh  Church,  on  the  Plan  of  the  late  Dr- 
Samuel  Clarke^  6d. 

10.  Three  Letters  to  Dr.  Newcome,  Bifhop  of  Watcrford, 
on  the  Duration  of  our  Saviour's  Miniilry,  3s.  6d.  fewed. 

11.  Two  Discourses,  i.  On  Habitual  DKvoTioif; 
a.  On  the  Duty  of  not  Li  viNQ  to  Ourselves,  is.  6d. 

12.  Di8<^isiTiONS  relating  to  Matter  and  Spirit.  To* 
which  if  added,  the  Hiilory  of  the  Philofophical  Do6lrine  con- 
cerning the  Origin  of  the  Soul,  and  the  Nature  of  Matter  j  with 
its  Influence  on  Chridianicy,  efpecially  vyith  refpe^l  to  the  Doc-^ 
trine  of  the  Pre-exiftence  of  Chrilh  Alfo  the  Dodlrine  of  Phi- 
lofophictl  Ne^eiiicy  illuflrated,  the  2d  Edition  enlarged  and  im- 
proved, with  Remarks  on  thofc  who  have  controverted  the  Pj*in- 
ciples  of  them,  2  vols.  8s.  6d.  in  boards^  or  los.  bound. 

f3.  A  Free  Discussion  of  the  Doctrines  of  Materi- 
alism and  Philosophical  Necessity,  in  a  Corrcfpondence 
between  Dr.  Price  and  Dr.  Priestley.  To  which  arc  added 
by  Dr.  Priestley,  an  Introduction,  explaining  the  Nature 
of  the  Coniroverfy,  and  Letters  to  fevcral  Writers  who  have 
animadverted  on  his  Difquifition^  relating  to  Matter  and  Spirit, 
or  his  Treatifc  on  Nccclfity,  8vo.  6s.  fcwcd,  or  7s.  bound. 

14.  TheDocTRiNE  of  Divine  Influence  on  th?  Hu!jas 
Mind  confidcred,  is. 

15.  Letters  toa  Philofophical  Unbeliever.  Part  i.  Ccr.nift- 
inp  an  Examination  of  the  principal  Objcdiions  to  the  Docftrincs 
Qi  Natural  Religion f  and  efpecially  thofc  contained  in  the  Writ- 
ings of  Mr.  Hume,  3s.  fewcd, 

16.  Additional  Letters  to  a  Philofophical  Unbeliever, 
in  Anfwcr  to  Mr,  Wii  -  i.^^f.  Hammon,  i?.  6d. . 
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